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Labour Mobility in the EU: Dynamics, Patterns and Policies
The continued economic crisis has become a major test for the labour markets of individual member states. Labour mobility within the European Union has the potential to help to reduce labour market pressures and ease economic imbalances. However, a long-term loss of working age population can be detrimental to sending countries. This Forum explores mobility patterns within the European Union and analyses the labour market and welfare effects of labour mobility via case studies of the UK, Poland, Germany and Spain. It also examines a number of its aspects that have important political and institutional relevance for the European Union and its future. DOI: 10 .1007/s10272-014-0495-x
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Too Much or Too Little Labour Mobility? State of Play and Policy Issues
Free movement of labour has, together with free movement of capital, goods and services, always been central to the European Community and a cornerstone of the 1957 Treaty of Rome. It has, however, not always been uncontroversial. From the onset there were fears of an infl ux of poorer Italians to their richer neighbours to the north. Subsequent enlargements with fi rst Greece in 1981, and then Spain and Portugal in 1986 saw long transitional periods regarding free movement of people resembling those implemented for the more recent eastern enlargements.
The issue of free movement of labour -or labour mobility -is now at the top of the EU policy agenda, not just at the European level but also in several member states. An interesting observation stems from following the current debate on labour mobility: there is -according to the headlines -at the same time both too much and too little labour mobility.
This comes from the fact that there are now two politically and economically important mobility streams: an active east-west corridor which, with the end of the transitional agreements for Bulgaria and Romania as of January 2014, is now unrestricted as defi ned under the freedom of workers pillar; and a much less active south-north corridor. Given the depth of the economic crisis in southern Europe and the very high unemployment rates, the latter is particularly important from a eurozone economic adjustment perspective.
Many of the EU member countries prior to the 2004 enlargement (the EU15) have seen an increase in workers from Eastern European member countries (EU10) in the last ten years. While initially welcomed in the boom years, the political mood has turned sour in some places in recent years. Politicians in several member states now argue that EU citizens moving from east to west are endangering the social security system and are ultimately a burden on the taxpayer. The theme played a prominent role in the upcoming European Parliament election in May.
The focus on the much lower south-north labour mobility is related to the long-standing debate on the eurozone as a "non-optimal" currency area due to the lack of effective shock absorption mechanisms across countries, in particular, the absence of fi scal coordination and limited labour mobility between member states.
1 While the issue of eurozone economic stabilisers was mostly forgotten because of the apparent economic convergence before the onset of the economic crisis, the subsequent divergence in labour market performance between northern and southern eurozone members has brought it back to the fore. Labour mobility has so far not contributed in any substantial way to re-adjustment within the eurozone.
In economic terms the gains from EU labour mobilityand labour migration in general -derive from differences across destinations in earnings and job opportunities (see Figures 1a and 1b) .
2 From the perspective of south-north mobility, the differences in labour market opportunities are striking, with a divergence in unemployment rates between large economies not seen for decades, if at all. Moreover, and importantly from the point of view of the individual's decision to move for employment, the situation is only forecasted to change slowly in the near term.
East-west mobility is driven by both employment opportunities and large gaps in earnings potentials among member states (Figures 1a and 1b ). Large differences in relative earnings are not a novelty of the last two rounds of EU enlargements. In fact, the GDP of Portugal relative to (West) Germany in 1986 when Portugal and Spain became members was at the same level as that between Germany and new Eastern European member states in the last two rounds of enlargements towards Eastern Europe. However, an observed much higher tendency to move for work among citizens of new member states has resulted in larger fl ows of workers from east to west than expected in most EU15 countries. Moreover, there is considerable uncertainty as to the effect of the end of transitional restrictions on free movement for citizens of Bulgaria and Romania: hence the policy interest.
After painting a broad picture of recent EU labour mobility, we discuss in more detail on the economics of labour mobility before turning to the relevant policy issues focus- ing in particular on barriers to south-north mobility and the issue of how to foster labour mobility.
Intra-EU labour mobility
Labour mobility within the EU15 has historically always been low despite large income differences at the point of B u l g a r i a R o m a n i a P o l a n d G r e e c e S p a i n I t a l y P o r t u g a l N e t h e r l a n d s A u s t r i a G e r m a n y U Euro, current market prices PPS B u l g a r i a R o m a n i a P o l a n d G r e e c e S p a i n I t a l y P o r t u g a l N e t h e r l a n d s F r a n c e G e r m a n y U K A u s t r i a S w e d e n E U 2 8 Forum a new member state's accession to the EU. Income difference nonetheless seems to be the key driver of intra-EU worker mobility since the highest fl ows are observed from those countries with relatively low GDP per capita to those with higher income levels and more employment opportunities. Network effects play a signifi cant role as bilateral fl ows are not easily redirected -one example being Romanian "migration" to Italy, which, despite the economic slump, did not abate. The infl ow of mobile workers to Spain, particularly to work in the construction sector, has indeed slowed down since the bust but a massive outfl ow of Spaniards to the north has not been triggered. High unemployment levels as a push factor do not seem to be as powerful as income difference, or they occur with a substantial lag.
Recently, the intra-EU15 mobility rate -the percentage of people moving to another country each year -has levelled off at around 0.3 per cent, whereas mobility from the EU10 to the EU15 is more fructuous and, more importantly, at a higher level even if one does not take into account return migration. Return migration played a signifi cant role in the past decade partly as a result of the boom and bust of the economic cycle -thus demand for (foreign) workers shifted. Once return fl ows are included, EU10 citizens moving to a different EU15 country or returning home from one of them stood at slightly above one million persons in 2007 with a severe decline until 2012 to roughly 600,000.
3 It can, however, be expected that east-west migration will pick up once economic growth has returned to most of Europe. Notably, even in 2012 the mobility rate of the EU10 population that migrated to the EU15 or returned during this year was 0.6 per cent. During the peak in 2007, one entire per cent of all EU10 citizens moved between the east and the west. Those countries with the lowest GDP per capita (foremost Romania, Bulgaria and the Baltic countries) exhibit the highest per capita annual fl ows in pre-and post-crisis time (see Figure 2) . Nevertheless, neither EU15 nor the signifi cantly higher east-west mobility are even close to historical US interstate mobility fi gures at around three per cent (average between 2001 and 2010), of which more than half move from one of the four major regions to another and the other half between states within their region. The US fi gures for the age group 18-24 and in particular the unemployed are even higher. 4 However, EU south-north migration is picking up from low levels and east-west migration is not abating. Two of the major destination countries, UK and Germany, keep detailed records of work permits by nationality. The stock of work permits for Greek, Italian, Portuguese and Spanish citizens in Germany has increased since 2011 to 2013 by eight per cent annually, with work permits for Spaniards rising by 17 per cent annually. 5 However, as seen in Figure 3 , Spanish stocks remain even below those of Portugal and far behind Greek or Italian numbers.
Intra-EU mobility is still largely east to west, and even here the mobility rate is smaller than the interstate US mobility rate, keeping in mind that EU east-west mobility has been to a large extent one-directional.
Data and its limitations
Data on labour mobility fl ows within the EU is in need of improvement. The current information accessible from Eurostat does in principle cover bilateral fl ows among all EU28 countries. However, for many countries the information is missing for many years or is not provided at all. Moreover, data is being released with a substantial lag (data for 2012 was available only in March 2014). Apart from better coverage of mobility fl ows, there is also scope for improvements in the knowledge of the importance of other types of mobile workers related to temporary and 5 As measured by the number of workers who are socially insured, which is required for all workers in Germany. This data includes apprentices and socially insured self-employed workers. B u l g a r i a R o m a n i a P o l a n d E s t o n i a H u n g a r y S l o v e n i a S l o v a k i a C z e c h R e p u b l i c L a t v i a L i t h u a n i a Forum seasonal workers, posted and self-employed workers, and workers who commute from one country to another.
Because citizens of other EU member states only constitute a small part of the population in most member states, information on mobile workers does not show up in regular EU surveys, such as the Labour Force Survey or EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions. However, much of this information resides in administrative registers in member states, and a concerted effort to bring them together would shed considerably more light on intra-EU mobility. Administrative data sources could also improve our knowledge of earnings and length of stay of mobile workers.
Improving knowledge about intra-EU mobility is indeed important from a current policy perspective. As an example, take the apparent low number of southern European workers that -given the current situation -take up work in Germany. The policy analysis and prescription would differ widely depending on whether this is due to a lack of knowledge of opportunities or if it is due to skill mismatches between what is required in open positions in Germany and the skills available among unemployed workers in Spain. In fact, the anecdotes of Berlin being full of Spaniards and the low numbers of Spanish nationals working in Germany are consistent with a story of a high willingness to seek employment opportunities, but small probability of being able to land a job.
The economics of intra-EU labour mobility
At the aggregate EU28 level, the economics of labour mobility is rather clear; an increase in mobility for the purpose of work improves the allocation of labour resources within the Union and increases economic output and welfare as a result of a more effi cient use of resources. 6 The effect is akin to a lowering of the level of structural unemployment. There could also be a potential effect on productivity growth if labour mobility facilitates the spread of ideas and knowledge. It is also important to point out that there is a net gain for the individual moving to fi nd work, and that these individual net gains make up a considerable part of the overall gains from labour mobility.
However, at the level of each member state and among sending and receiving countries, there may be gains and losses from mobility depending on the longer-run dynamics of labour mobility: in particular, related to the question of if and when mobile workers return to their home country.
Short-term effects
In the short term, labour mobility should be benefi cial for sending countries with high unemployment. Labour mobility helps improve employment prospects for those not moving, and, importantly, it relieves the immediate strain on public resources due to savings on unemployment benefi ts, healthcare and other social expenditures, and reduces pressure on retraining and educational facilities. There might also be a non-negligible effect on both public fi nances and welfare from an increased stream of remittances. 7 The positive fi scal effect on sending countries is -in the context of eurozone members and south-north mobilitythe shock absorption stemming from labour mobility.
For receiving countries, most studies fi nd a small but positive effect of immigration, both in terms of overall economic growth and on public fi nances. 8 The size of this effect depends on, among other things, the composition in terms of wage income of migrant workers, family dependents and the general design of the welfare state. 9 While migrant workers increase tax revenue, they also use public services and have access to in-work and social benefi ts such as child and housing allowances. Undoubtedly, a high-skilled engineer commanding a high salary 6 F.F. H e i n z , M. Wa r d -Wa r m e d i n g e r : Cross-border Labour Mobility within an Enlarged EU, ECB Occasional Paper Series, No. 52, 2006; M. K a h a n e c : Labour Mobility in an Enlarged European Union, in: A.F. C o n s t a n t , K.F. Z i m m e r m a n n (eds.): International Handbook on the Economics of Migration, Cheltenham 2013, Edward Elgar. 7 M. K a h a n e c , A. Z a i c e v a , K.F. Z i m m e r m a n n : Lessons from migration after EU enlargement, in: M. K a h a n e c , K.F. Z i m m e r m a n n (eds.): EU Labor Markets after Post-Enlargement Migration, Heidelberg 2010, Springer, pp. 3-45. 8 See e.g. C. D u s t m a n n , T. F r a t t i n i , C. H a l l s : Assessing the Fiscal Costs and Benefi ts of A8 Migration to the UK, in: Fiscal Studies, Vol. 31, No. 1, 2010, pp. 1-41; see also T. B a s s and C. Va r g a s -S i lv a 's contributions in this Forum. 9 See M. K a h a n e c , op. cit., for a theoretical exposition. Forum and with no children will deliver a net contribution to public fi nances. This may also hold true for the average mobile EU worker, but this is less clear and will depend on a number of characteristics. The overall benefi t for nationals of receiving countries is likely -on average -to be small to negligible. However, if migrants are concentrated in a few sectors -e.g. construction -there could be a negative effect on wages for nationals in these sectors. 10 Thus, even if migrants are net contributors to the economy of the receiving country, some population groups may be net losers. This is very similar to the distributional effects of free trade.
Medium-to long-term effects
The longer-term effects of labour mobility in sending and receiving countries depend on two things for which knowledge is so far patchy: do mobile workers stay for the long term in the receiving country? And if they do, what is the dynamic of their career paths?
Given the long-term demographic outlook in most EU countries and the large element of pay-as-you-go old age support, whereby current workers pay part of the public expenditure (pension, long-term care, etc.) related to the elderly population, a long-term loss of working age population will in most likelihood be detrimental to sending countries. The better skilled the mobile population is, the larger this effect. This is essentially the brain drain argument.
For receiving countries the key is to what extent migrants will in the longer term have similar career paths and labour market participation as nationals and, related to this, how their uptake of public services and means-tested benefi ts compare with that of nationals. Mobile workers may initially command lower wages than nationals due to a lack of tangible and intangible human capital -most importantly, language skills, but many other factors could play a role. However, these should dissipate over time and wages converge to those of equally skilled nationals. Because of uncertainties over how EU mobile workers will fare in receiving countries in the longer run, evaluating the longterm economic effects in terms of public fi nances is very diffi cult and must rely on strong assumptions.
Brain drain, brain waste or brain train Recent mobility fl ows from south to north have been dominated by high-skilled individuals with a tertiary education. 11 However, absolute numbers are small compared 10 D.G. B l a n c h f l o w e r, C. The scale of east-west mobility means that brain drain is more of a potential problem. Kahanec and Constant argue that there might be cause for concern, but it hinges on whether return migration will lead to "brain circulation", spreading knowledge and ideas. 12 For some countries, remittances can help alleviate the loss of human capital. The value of "brain circulation" will be less marked if migrants do not utilise their skills in the destination country -socalled brain waste. Tijdens and van Klaveren report that 65 per cent of those born in the EU10 living in the EU15 indicate a correct qualifi cation-job match. 13 This should be compared with 74 per cent for the full sample of people residing in the EU15. Based on this, under-skilling and brain waste do not seem pervasive when acknowledging that factors such as language skills are likely to play a role.
Migrating for welfare benefi ts?
One of the most contentious political issues relating to east-west mobility revolves around the extent to which migrants come in search of generous welfare benefi ts. The issue has gained impetus recently for political reasons, 14 but also because some countries have seen an increase in the number of EU citizens from eastern member countries on welfare benefi ts. However, most studies show that the uptake of welfare benefi ts is lower for migrants than nationals and that there is no evidence that migrants abuse welfare benefi ts in destination countries. These seemingly contradictory observations are explained by the fact that while migrants arrive to work -and not to claim welfare benefi ts -they may over time suffer from unemployment and therefore gain access to unemployment and other social benefi ts in line with what is available to nationals of the receiving country. This explains a lower uptake of welfare 12 M. K a h a n e c , op. cit.; A.F. C o n s t a n t : Sizing It Up: Labor Migration
Lessons of the EU Enlargement to 27, in: C. G o r t á z a r, C. P a r r a , B. S e g a e r t , C. T i m m e r m a n (eds.): European Migration and Asylum Policies: Coherence or Contradiction, Bruylant, Gent 2012, pp. 49-77. 13 K. T i j d e n s , M. v a n K l a v e r e n : A Skill Mismatch for Migrant Workers? Evidence from WageIndicator Survey Data, in: B. G a l g ó c z i , J. L e s c h k e , A. Wa t t (eds.): EU Labour Migration in Troubled Times: Skills Mismatch, Return and Policy Responses, Aldershot 2012, Ashgate. 14 In the spring of 2013 Germany, Austria, the Netherlands and UK sent a letter urging the EU Commission to address the issue of "welfare tourism". However, the countries failed to provide other than anecdotal evidence of misuse of welfare benefi ts.
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benefi ts and the increase in the number receiving these benefi ts.
Thus, while there is no evidence that mobile workers from eastern member states arrive in western member states to enjoy welfare benefi ts, labour mobility can potentially create pressure on receiving countries' welfare benefi ts in the medium to long term if immigrants' labour market participation evolves to be lower than that of nationals (see the earlier discussion of costs and benefi ts). Clearly, this is a different issue than claiming that migrants arrive to misuse welfare benefi ts.
In terms of eurozone economic adjustment, the lack of labour mobility is a key issue. Therefore, we now turn to the issue of how to facilitate south-north labour mobility.
Facilitating labour mobility -overcoming barriers
The free movement of persons is the most tangible right bestowed by the EU, so naturally European (labour) mobility is closely monitored and safeguarded by the European institutions. Fostering labour mobility, on the other hand, has surged in popularity in the aftermath of the crisis as a useful shock absorber and tool to alleviate the unemployment divergences. Old and novel policy instruments tackle the problem on several levels and to particular population subgroups as documented below.
Long-standing programmes, such as the Erasmus, Socrates and Leonardo Da Vinci programmes, aim to help students and young professionals/trainees to gain experience abroad, thereby increasing the likelihood and also readiness of the young generation of workers to move to another European country. The newly launched Erasmus+ (2014-2020) programme incorporates the various previous initiatives, broadening the scope and providing €14.7 billion, which equates to a 40 per cent increase from prior levels. The Commission estimates that the programme can cover four million Europeans over the next seven years to study, train, gain work experience and volunteer in another EU country.
15
Furthermore, the EU has advanced social security cooperation, making it easier for international jobseekers to go abroad without losing social security entitlements. Particularly noteworthy is the right to maintain unemployment benefi ts for three months while seeking employment in another EU country, with a possible extension up to six months. Pension harmonisation is often cited as a barrier to labour mobility and, while reform would be highly ben-efi cial for mobile workers, it is uncertain whether it actually constitutes a barrier in mobile workers' minds.
16
Skills recognition, on the other hand, is a vital element when applying in another country and much progress has already been made, although in certain professional segments, such as healthcare, scrutiny of foreign certifi cates is still exceptionally severe. The European Skills, Competences and Occupations taxonomy (ESCO) targets the practical barriers of actually matching applicants' skills, competences and qualifi cations with the foreign equivalent which begin with fi nding the proper counterpart in another language. Once ESCO has been completed and is available in all EU languages, it will be disseminated to educational institutions, companies and employment agencies.
The fl agship initiative to raise labour mobility is the European Employment Services (EURES) programme with its web-based platform. EURES is a formal cooperation network which connects the European Commission with public employment services, employers' organisations and trade unions. The Commission guides the exchange of information on applicants and vacancies across borders, drawing on expertise from national employment agencies as well as social partners, and has over 1,000 EURES advisors at its disposal in member states. The EU-RES online platform encompasses almost 1.5 million job vacancies and 27,500 CVs, trying to match qualifi cations and vacancies. Thus ESCO will have a considerable impact on the EURES system and will improve its matching performance.
ESCO and EURES are both in their start-up phases, and it will take time for both employers and jobseekers to be fully aware of the opportunities it offers to them. EURES advisors are slowly adapting to their new tasks, and the online platform will receive a more user-friendly design; nevertheless, matching on a European level remains far more diffi cult than on a national/regional level. Evidence from Germany suggests that matching in the form of recruitment-based projects seeking to fi nd suitable applicants abroad is a viable option until the European programmes have matured. The following section evaluates the "German experience" over recent years in its attempt to fi ll domestic labour shortages with foreign (EU) labour.
In recent years, the German economic engine has been running once more, and solid unemployment fi gures have improved further over the past year, reaching the decade's low of 5.3 per cent. Labour shortages have become more 
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in January 2013, the programme's duration was limited to three years (2013-2016); however, due to its success, the programme has been extended to 2018 with a total funding capacity of €359 million -averaging €60 million per year. One prerequisite is that the apprenticeship is conducted in one of the fl agged "shortage professions", which include STEM but also healthcare traineeships. Second, the apprentice has to be 18-35 years old, since the programme is targeting young jobseekers in view of the high youth unemployment rates in Spain.
Unexpected by the German government, demand for such funding by far outpaced expectations, and in April 2014 the German government had to announce that funding for 2014 had already been exhausted and no more applications could be processed. For 2014 roughly 5,000 applications have been approved and €48 million earmarked.
In the previous year, 63 per cent of approved applications came from Spain; a similar distribution is expected for 2014. The number of socially insured employed persons of Spanish citizenship -which includes apprentices and internships (if they are not part of a student's curriculum) -increased by 9,400 between October 2012 and October 2013. It can be assumed that most of the internships and apprenticeships were captured by the social insurance statistics; therefore, the 2,559 participants under MobiPro-EU constitute almost 30 per cent of all new Spanish "workers" in Germany. The programme has hence substantially contributed to recent increases in the Spanish workforce of Germany.
On average around €10,000 was spent per chosen applicant. Whether additional funding will be made available for the programme, or if the system itself will be amended, is to be discussed over the summer. The programme has been a success, at least in its uptake: statistics on the percentage of applicants staying for the entire apprenticeship
are not yet available.
Nevertheless, the German experience indicates that regional initiatives funded on federal level "get the job done" even if costs are relatively high initially (they are likely to decline over time). Whether a modernised EURES system in combination with ESCO will be effective in matching jobs with workers across Europe and render this form of foreign recruitment obsolete remains doubtful.
Conclusion
Labour mobility has two dimensions in the EU. In many of the old EU member states, the public opinion seems to be that east-west mobility is too large; at the same time, mobility from south to north is too limited to play a major role in rebalancing the eurozone economies.
pronounced and have spread to previously unaffected professions. The demographic outlook of Germany has been gloomy for years and it is thus not surprising that German ministries have responded with a Fachkräfte-Offensive/Strategie (a novel dictum roughly translated as "qualifi ed workers offensive/strategy") to countervail labour shortages now and in coming years. These strategies have been developed at the federal as well as at the Bundesland level, since educational legislature rests with the states. Most of the reports emphasise the importance of high quality education (e.g. dual education), better matching, the activation of female workers and old workers, but often also attracting high-skilled foreign workers.
Small-and medium-sized companies in particular often struggle to recruit foreign workers to their relatively small workforce due to lack of experience, thus fearing high costs and uncertainties that are often associated with attracting workers from abroad. In order to increase the incentives for SMEs to recruit abroad to fi ll vacancies that they have not been able to fi ll with domestic workers and to reduce barriers so that mobile workers can enter the German job market, the German government together with the German Federal Employment Agency (BA) have launched the "Job of my Life" initiative. The programme was envisaged as compiling useful information for interested foreign workers (on the portal "Make it in Germany") and providing easy access to job offers from the BA.
This initiative is connected to the MobiPro-EU support programme launched by the German government in cooperation with several German stakeholders and the EURES system. MobiPro tackles fi nancial barriers to mobility by providing funding to apprentices and in some cases mobile workers to cover:
• a preparatory German course in the sending country
• an allowance for travel and moving expenses
• a language course in Germany in preparation for the internship phase (testing phase for both sides)
• fi nancial support in addition to the general vocational training income.
The programme states that its aim is to foster mobility in the EU; however, its preamble makes specifi c reference to the hardship within the Spanish labour market and thereby focuses on Spanish apprentices. 17 When it was launched Forum der job matching process by upgrading the EURES system; whether this will have a substantial impact remains to be seen. Meanwhile, Germany is piloting local and regional recruitment schemes where employers' organisations pool open positions and recruit outside Germany often in cooperation with a foreign partner. This seems to have some success in attracting Spaniards, although at this stage it is diffi cult to know if it can be scaled up and expanded. Importantly, a lot of experience has been gained from these projects about how to recruit from outside Germany -the needed support mechanisms, how to work with local partners, etc.
This is something a number of European countries may fi nd useful as labour forces begin to shrink around Europe. If that is the case, the smoothness of east-west mobility may be something to long for.
Regarding east-west mobility, however, the evidence suggests that receiving countries have in general benefi tted from access to mobile workers from eastern member states. It is too early to speculate on the longer-term impact of east-west migration both for sending and receiving countries, and there is considerable uncertainty as to how the expiry of transitional restrictions on movements of Bulgarian and Romanian workers will affect mobility fl ows. To monitor the developments in labour mobility, better data is needed and the European Commission can play a key role in working with member states to facilitate this.
Labour mobility within the EU15 has historically been low, and large divergences in unemployment rates have -at least so far -failed to trigger a large absolute increase in labour mobility, even if it is on the rise from a low initial level. The European Commission is improving the cross-borper year and suggested that "even in the worst case scenario, migration to the UK as a result of Eastern enlargement of the EU is not likely to be overly large".
1
Much of the political discussion about migration in the UK since 2004 has been about debating whether opening labour markets to EU8 nationals immediately upon accession was a mistake. The evidence presented in this article suggests that EU8 nationals in the UK have no signifi cant impacts on labour markets and have a small, but positive, effect on public fi nances. These two facts are generally accepted in the political discussion on this issue. The main criticism has focused instead on the fact that the pace of change was too quick, and that the regional distribution of EU8 nationals was very different from that of previous migrant waves. 2 Rural areas in which migration was not common and which lacked the necessary infrastructure to accommodate newcomers were suddenly hosting signifi cant numbers of EU8 nationals. For instance, 2011 UK Census statistics suggest that the non-UK born population of Boston, a small town in England, increased by 467
During 1991-2003 net migration (i.e. immigration minus emigration) from other EU countries to the UK averaged 12,000 migrants per year. This contrasts with an average annual net migration from non-EU countries to the UK of 135,000 migrants for the same period. Unsurprisingly, EU migration to the UK was not a major political issue during that period. In fact, at that time more people were moving from the UK to live in other EU countries than moving from other EU countries to live in the UK.
The accession of ten countries to the European Union on 1 May 2004, particularly the accession of eight Central and Eastern European member states (the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia) has changed the tone of discussion about EU migration in the UK. The accession agreements allowed the 15 existing EU member states to impose restrictions on the employment of nationals of the accession countries for a maximum of seven years. Yet the UK (along with Ireland and Sweden) opened its labour markets to workers from the EU8 countries immediately upon accession. This decision led, at least in part, to a large and relatively unexpected infl ow of EU8 nationals to the UK. The analysis commissioned by the UK Government to predict the number of EU8 workers who would migrate to the UK after accession indicated that net fl ows were going to be small, in the order of 5,000 to 13,000 migrants Carlos Vargas-Silva 3 This has placed additional strain on public services and housing in the area. 4 While Boston is a statistical outlier, many other small towns experience large increases in their EU migrant population.
EU Migration to the UK: Trends and Impacts
The political discussion in the UK has recently focused on two other aspects related to EU migration: the infl ow of old EU nationals (i.e. nationals of those countries that were members of the EU before 2004) who are escaping the economic diffi culties currently experienced by countries in the eurozone and the potential infl ow of nationals from Bulgaria and Romania (EU2 nationals), two countries which joined the EU in 2007 and for which restrictions on employment in the UK expired on 1 January 2014.
During the 2010 general election, the now UK Prime Minister David Cameron promised to reduce net migration from the "hundreds of thousands" to the "tens of thousands". As a result of this promise, the UK Government has adopted a net migration target of fewer than 100,000 migrants per year. The net migration target includes migration of British and other EU nationals whose entry and exit the UK Government cannot restrict. The latest provisional number for net migration to the UK at the time of the election was 147,000 (year to June 2009). This number was later revised up by the UK Offi ce for National Statistics (ONS) to 166,000, of which 62,000 (37 per cent) was accounted by net migration from all other EU countries and just 27,000 (16 per cent) by net migration of old EU nationals. The UK Government's efforts to reduce net migration are built around the restriction of the three main migration infl ow routes for non-EU nationals -work, study and family -and efforts to boost outfl ows of non-EU nationals. The government has been somewhat successful in its efforts to decrease non-EU migration. Non-EU net migration currently (i.e. year to September 2013) stands at 141,000 versus 174,000 in the year to June 2009. However, EU net migration to the UK currently stands at 131,000 (60,000 for old EU nationals). This is more than double the value for the year to June 2009. In other words, the large recent increase in EU immigration to the UK will make it practically impossible for David Cameron to deliver on his promise of cutting overall net migration to the UK to less than 100,000.
The UK Government decided not to commission any predictions of the future fl ow of EU2 nationals to the UK after the end of restrictions given the inaccuracy of the previous predictions for EU8 nationals. This decision has provided the space for politicians and pressure groups to come up with their own guesses about the number of EU2 nationals who will arrive to live in the UK now that the restrictions on employment of these nationals have expired. The evidence suggests that the restrictions on employment of EU2 nationals have had little effect in the fi rst place. The number of EU2 nationals living in the UK during the last quarter of 2006 (i.e. just before accession) was 35,000. The number for the last quarter of 2013 was close to 200,000. The reason for the large increase in numbers is that EU2 nationals could live in the UK if self-employed and the majority of EU2 nationals working in the UK in 2013 were in self-employment.
This article discusses the evidence necessary to evaluate these and other key issues related to EU migration to the UK. The article discusses numbers and trends in EU migration to the UK and summarises the existing academic evidence on the economic impact of EU migrants in the UK. Figure 1 shows the offi cial statistics of long-term immigration, emigration and net migration (i.e. difference between immigration and emigration for a given year) of As explained above, net migration is the indicator of migration currently targeted by the UK Government. For the 2004-2013 period, offi cial statistics suggest that total EU net migration to the UK was 839,000, with EU8 nationals accounting for about 439,000 (52 per cent) of those. However, the ONS has indicated that 250,000 migrants from EU8 countries were missed completely in immigration statistics during the mid-2000s due to limitations in the data collection at the time. 5 EU8 nationals had migration patterns that were different from other migrant groups, in particular with the use of smaller airports to travel to the UK. This 250,000 does not represent the full underestimate of the growth of the EU8 population according to the results of the 2011 UK Census, which was much bigger. Other factors account for the rest of the difference -an estimated 475,000 migrants between the offi cial net migration estimates of 325,000 between 2001 and 2010 and the implied net migration of 800,000 according to the 2001 and 2011 Census results. One key problem is that a high number of EU8 nationals had the original intention of staying in the UK for less than one year, but actually stayed for over one year and became long-term migrants. For all these reasons, the signifi cant increase in immigration and net migration of EU nationals to the UK shown in Figure 1 is much smaller than the actual one. Figure 2 shows the different reasons why old EU and EU8 nationals move to the UK. Recently, about 80 per cent or more of EU nationals say they are moving to the UK for work purposes. Work is much more important for EU8 nationals. However, work has become more important for old EU nationals during the last few years. Only 49 per cent of old EU nationals moving to the UK cited work as the main reason for migration in the year to June 2009. This number increased to 71 per cent in the year to June 2013. This increase corresponds to the economic diffi culties currently experienced by eurozone countries, such as Spain and Italy, and nationals of these countries looking for better job 6 In fact, data from National Insurance registrations in the UK shows that nationals of Spain and Italy now occupy the second and third place in registrations among adult overseas nationals entering the UK, just behind Poland. Figure 3 reports the number of EU nationals living in the UK during 2012. An estimated 2.3 million EU nationals lived in the UK in that year. This number was split evenly between old EU and EU8 nationals. These two groups combined account for 93 per cent of the EU nationals living in the UK.
Numbers
The geographic distribution of old EU and EU8 nationals was signifi cantly different. While about 41 per cent of old EU nationals live in London, this share is 22 per cent for EU8 nationals. EU8 nationals have been particularly attracted to rural areas of the UK where there is agricultural work available. 7 In fact, with the exception of London and the South East (which has the largest regional economy in the country outside the capital), all other regions of England host more EU8 nationals than old EU nationals. This also holds true for the other three nations of the UK: Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales. 
Labour markets
Figure 4 presents the employment rates of different groups of EU nationals living in the UK. In 2003 the employment rate of other EU nationals in the UK was similar to that of British nationals. Since then the employment rate of EU nationals has been above that of British nationals. The reason for the divergence was the large wave of migration of EU8 nationals to the UK. As explained above, EU8 nationals were coming to the UK mostly for work purposes. In fact, the EU8 employment rate jumped from 56 per cent in 2003 to 72 per cent a year later. The employment rate of EU8 nationals decreased slightly in 2012 and 2013, but this decrease was offset by an increase in the employment rate of old EU nationals. Figure 5 presents the gross weekly pay in 2013 across the different regions of the UK of those EU nationals who were employees. Across the whole country, EU nationals earned an average of £516 per week. This fi gure was £618 for old EU nationals and £367 for EU8 nationals, a gap of £251. EU8 nationals earned less than old EU nationals in all regions of the country, with the exception of Wales. However, the number of old EU nationals living in Wales was particularly small (about 4,000), and estimates may not be reliable. 8 There are two key reasons for the low earnings of EU8 nationals. First, there is a relatively low concentration of EU8 nationals in London where the Old EU
EU8
Forum salaries are higher. Second, while 41 per cent of old EU nationals working in the UK are in the two highest occupational categories (i.e. "managers, directors and senior offi cials" and "professional occupations"), this share is just nine per cent for EU8 nationals.
The evidence suggests that there is no adverse effect of EU migration on the labour market outcomes of British workers. 9 Lemos and Portes analysed the impact of labour immigration of EU8 workers on unemployment in the UK. The study found little evidence of an adverse effect in British workers' wages or unemployment. 10 The Migration Advisory Committee, an independent body of academics that advises the UK Government on migration issues, explored the impact of EU migration on the employment of UK-born people. The study found no statistically significant effects of EU migration on employment.
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Fiscal aspects
The number of EU nationals claiming working age benefi ts in the UK increased from 65,009 in main driver behind the increase in EU benefi t claimants was an increase in the number of EU8 claimants from 12,610 in 2008 to 58,950 in 2013, a 368 per cent increase. This increase created a lot of headlines in UK newspapers about the existence of "benefi t tourism". 12 The UK's membership of the European Union means nationals of EU countries who come to the UK have access to its welfare system on essentially equal terms with British nationals, which could arguably provide a motivation for some to travel to the UK. However, the evidence suggests that fewer than ten per cent of EU migrants in the UK are claiming working age benefi ts. 13 The increase in EU nationals claiming working age benefi ts in the UK does not indicate that EU nationals drain UK public coffers. In order to look at the overall fi scal impact of EU nationals in the UK, it is necessary to look at the difference between two factors: the taxes and other contributions migrants make to public fi nances and the costs of the public benefi ts and services they receive. If the difference is positive, migrants are net contributors; if the difference is negative, migrants are a burden on the state.
Most of the evidence suggests that the fi scal impact of EU migrants in the UK has been positive, but small. 15 This fi nding seems to contrast with the fact that most EU8 workers concentrate in the low wage sector. Migrants doing highly paid jobs are the ones more likely to make a positive contribution to public fi nances. However, as explained above, EU8 workers have one the highest employment rates in the UK, a fact that offsets the effect of their lower wages.
Dustmann and Frattini explored the fi scal impact of migrants in the UK for the period 1995 to 2011. 16 Their results suggest that, for the whole period of analysis, immigrants All EU (excluding UK) Old EU EU8
E a s t S c o t l a n d N o r t h e r n I r e l a n d W a l e s Forum mainly for work related reasons. With economic diffi culties in the eurozone likely to continue for several years and with the existing large differences in job opportunities between the new accession countries and the UK, it is reasonable to expect that migration from other EU countries to the UK will remain relatively high in the near future. In fact, if the current trend continues, EU net migration to the UK will be, for the fi rst time, higher than non-EU net migration. This factor, combined with the fact that a large majority of the British public favours reductions in migration, 18 is likely to boost those politicians who oppose the UK's continued membership of the EU. from European Economic Area (EEA) countries made a positive contribution to UK public fi nances of about £8.8 billion. EEA immigrants contributed to UK public fi nances about four per cent more than they received in services. Dustmann and Frattini also explored the fi scal impact of "recent immigrants", defi ned as those who arrived to the UK from 2000 onwards. 17 Estimates suggest that recent EEA immigrants have made a positive fi scal contribution of about £9 billion.
Looking ahead
For the last decade, EU migration has been at the forefront of the political discussion in the UK. This is unlikely to change in the near future. EU migration to the UK is 17 Ibid.
Pawel Kaczmarczyk
EU Enlargement and Intra-EU Mobility -Lessons to Be Drawn from the Post-2004 Migration of Poles
In 2004 a set of Central and Eastern European countries joined the European Union. The subsequent spectacular increase in international mobility from those countries, as well as a change in the pattern of destination countries, is commonly described as a "natural experiment". This raises a question about the general usefulness of lessons learnt from the post-accession migration experience.
Against this background, this paper's objectives are manifold. First, it aims to investigate the consequences of the EU enlargement in terms of the scale and structural features of recent Polish migration. Second, the paper aims to assess the impacts of contemporary migration from Poland, with an emphasis on the effects on the labour market. Last but not least, the paper will identify a set of general lessons to be learnt from the post-2004 migration experience. The structure of the paper refl ects this set of objectives. 
Post-2004 migration of Poles -basic facts
Poland is undoubtedly a country of emigration. From the middle of the nineteenth century onwards, international migration has played an important -at some points critical -role in Polish history. Large migration outfl ows as observed prior to the Second World War were seriously constrained after 1945, mostly due to political restrictions imposed by the communist regime. Nonetheless, they began to increase again in the early 1970s and peaked in the late 1980s: according to available estimates, the total outfl ow of people in the 1980s amounted to 2.1-2.3 million (six per cent of the total population). 2 Contrary to commonly expressed fears, 3 in the 1990s (in the fi rst phase of socio-economic transition) the international mobility of Poles declined before rising slightly at the end of the decade. The 2002 census indicated that around 0.8 million permanent residents of Poland (1.8 per cent of the Forum total population) were staying abroad. Thus, Poland continued to be one of the most important migrant sending countries in Europe, with Germany, the USA and Southern European countries (Italy, Spain) as the main destination countries. Importantly, undocumented migrants constituted a signifi cant share of all Poles staying abroad. Additionally, many of them have been referred to as "incomplete migrants", where "incomplete" refers to both features of migration (short-term, often cyclical in nature) and structural reasons (mobility as an outcome of socialist modes of urbanisation and industrialisation). 4 Even considering previous massive waves of migration, accession to the EU (in 2004) presented a turning point for the mobility trends of Poles. The fi rst post-accession years saw a spectacular increase in the scale and dynamics of Poles' international mobility, which in the regional context can be compared only to the migration propensity of Romanian citizens. In 2007 (peak year) the stock of Polish citizens staying temporarily abroad was estimated at around 2.3 million (6.6 per cent of the total population) and remained at a relatively high level despite the Europewide economic crisis -see Figure 1 .
Generally, available data reveal that seven years after the EU enlargement the number of Polish citizens staying temporarily abroad remains still relatively high (particularly compared to citizens of other countries of the region), but it is not increasing. This may suggest that Polish migration has entered a new, "mature" phase. This is also true of the structural features of migration. In the context of this paper, the following characteristics are worth noting:
1. One of the most specifi c features of recent migration from Poland is the predominance of labour mobility. According to Labour Force Survey (LFS) data and other sources (e.g. dedicated surveys), an overwhelming majority of Polish migrants (over 90 per cent) take up employment while staying abroad. 5 Empirical studies document a relatively low level of welfare tourism; on the contrary, Polish migrants tend to contribute to their destination's state budgets. 6 2. The most important destinations for Polish migrants comprise Germany and the USA. In the post-2004 period, the majority targeted Anglophone countries (with the UK as the main destination in the post-accession period), followed by Germany, the Netherlands, Ireland and the Southern European countries. Nonetheless, an important feature of recent Polish migration is that Polish migrants are present in most EU countries. 3. Post-accession migrants are considerably younger than previous cohorts. According to the LFS data, the median age of all post-accession migrants was 28 years (pre-accession period: 30 years) -see Figure 3 . Additionally, signifi cant differences were identifi ed regarding destination countries: the median age of those choosing the UK or Ireland was six to seven years lower than that of those staying in Germany 8 -see Figure 4 .
4. In the context of the brain drain debate, the skill structure of migrants is of highest importance. As shown by the LFS data, recent Polish migrants are relatively welleducated, with almost 20 per cent having a university degree (compared to 15 per cent in the pre-accession period) -see Figure 3 . The largest group comprises migrants with vocational education, but there is a clear overrepresentation of those with tertiary education. 9 5. In the transition period, Polish migration was dominated by temporary or circular mobility. This shift (as compared to previous decades) is linked to changes in migration policy (e.g. the introduction of visa-free regimes), as well as changes in cost-benefi t ratios. This pattern, however, started to change in 2007. Available All of these features are summarised in Figure 3 , which presents selectivity ratios with regards to particular characteristics of pre-and post-accession migrants from Poland.
Importantly, there is no one common pattern of migration from Poland. On the contrary, we observe a variety of migration strategies with regards to sending regions and, particularly, destination countries. The most prominent example comprises the structural characteristics of those targeting the UK and Germany -see Figure 4 . Those moving to the UK are, on average, younger, better educated and tend to originate from urban areas, while Polish migrants in Germany are much older, with a low level of education, and tend to come from rural, less developed areas.
The differences in the migrants' structural characteristics (also observed in other cases) are attributable to the following factors: • the structure of the receiving labour markets (e.g. UK vs Italy; UK vs Netherlands) -structural characteristics (including demand for foreign labour) explain to a large extent Polish immigrants' modes of participation;
• labour market institutions (e.g. UK vs Sweden; UK vs Netherlands) -the institutional framework in the destination country seriously infl uences the scale of migration (e.g. small infl ows to Sweden), as do the dominant forms of employment (e.g. role of temporary employment agencies in the Netherlands); and
• the role of migrant networks (e.g. UK/Ireland vs Germany/Italy/Spain) -in the post-2004 period migrant networks ceased to play a decisive role in shaping the scale and momentum of Polish migration; nonetheless, they are still responsible for massive movements to "traditional" destinations such as Germany or Southern European countries.
In summary, in contrast to previous fl ows, "new" migrants from Poland tend to be male, strongly work-oriented, young, and relatively well-educated, and their migration is temporary. Importantly, current migration from Poland, although different in structural terms, follows a similar logic to that of previous decades. It is driven by differences in economic conditions and employment opportunities, networks and social ties, and institutional changes (e.g. the introduction or relaxation of transitional arrangements). Migrants' strategies are also different. First of all, due to its transitory, transnational and temporary patterns, recent migration from Poland (as well as from other CEE countries) is labelled as "liquid" or "fl uid" migration. 11 Second, for many Poles, migration has become part of an occupational career or complex life project and not part of a household's survival strategy, which was common among "incomplete migrants".
Impacts
Massive outfl ows of people are expected to affect many spheres of socio-economic life, with the most important issues related to remittances and the labour market. In this paper, we will refer predominantly to issues affecting the latter. 12 According to economic and migration theory, a massive outfl ow from the labour force should result in specifi c effects within particular time periods. In the short term, the main effects are related to changes in labour supply and thus refer particularly to changes in employment, unemployment and inactivity. In the medium term, adjustments to the market equilibrium may be visible, which may result in, among other things, pressure 11 G. E n g b e r s e n , E. S n e l , J. Forum on wages; structural features of the outfl ow will also be of some importance (brain drain/brain gain). In the long term, a set of adjustments is possible, including changes in the structure of the economy (capital/labour ratio, demand side modifi cations), occupational and social mobility of native workers, and immigration of foreign labour.
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As in other transition economies, one of the most important economic issues in Poland was serious oversupply of labour. As a result, during most of the pre-accession period, the unemployment rate was very high, and in 2002, it reached over 20 per cent. Additionally, the Polish labour market used to be described in terms of low participation and employment rates, structural mismatches and a large amount of long-term unemployment. 14 The situation started to improve before the EU enlargement as the Polish economy grew, which was particularly important directly before the accession (GDP grew by 3.9 and 5. A simple analysis suggests that the decline in unemployment may have been an outcome of spectacular postaccession migration. This observation alone cannot serve as a proof of the causality between migration and unemployment (or an "unemployment export" hypothesis). First of all, the fall in unemployment, as observed since 2004, was also strongly correlated to a rise in employment: employment rates increased from 44 per cent to 50.1 per cent between the second quarter of 2004 and second quarter of 2008. Second, the general trends in the labour market continued even once emigration rates had stabilised, i.e. in 2007 and 2008. This indicates that post-accession emigration could not have been the primary cause of the changes in the labour market; instead, the changes were mainly caused by structural and business cycle changes in the whole economy. Third, the LFS data show that the stock of migrants rose by approximately 300,000, whereas unemployment fell by two million. Even if emigration did have a direct impact on the level of unemployment, only a small proportion of changes in the latter variable could be attributed to the former. Thus more sophisticated methodologies are needed to disentangle the relationship between migration and the labour market. Bukowski et al. investigated the impact of three factors on unemployment: demographic structure, changes in economic activity and changes in employment. 16 They found that changes in the level of unemployment among people of mobile age should be attributed predominantly to a rise (or decline) in the level of employment. In the pre-accession period, the increase in unemployment was predominantly a consequence of the number of (lack of) job places available. In the postaccession period, the most important factors negatively infl uencing the level of unemployment remain the employment level and the process of job creation. Effects of the two other factors were marginal; however, there was an effect caused by changes in economic activity that can be attributed to migration. This effect seems important, particularly in the case of those in the younger age brackets: over the years [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] , the number of unemployed people in the 15-24 age group decreased by over 260,000. Of this number, more than 110,000 can be attributed to changes in employment; however, the remainder is related to changes in participation patterns. These changes can be linked to two processes: a growing tendency to obtain tertiary education and massive postaccession outfl ow. 17 The results of the study by Bukowski et al. are supported by a study by Lo Turco and Parteka, 18 which showed that, in the case of tradable sectors, domestic employment was positively affected by employment in trading partner countries. Consequently, the correlation between labour emigration from Poland and a decline in Polish unemployment results from the fact that both are affected by the same factor: the business cycle in an enlarged EU.
In the medium term, the most important labour market equilibrium adjustment due to a massive outfl ow of the labour force, which causes a decline in labour supply, should be wage pressure. 19 Budnik attempted to address this issue and to measure directly the impact of migra- . 21 The aggregate and individual data analysis revealed that a ten per cent labour supply shock caused an increase in wages between two and four per cent (on average, depending on assumptions). Interestingly, elasticity of wages with respect to international mobility was higher for men than for women and for employees under 30 than those over 30. These observations point again to selectivity issues as previously discussed.
Moreover, the impact of large-scale emigration on the supply of labour may be both quantitative and qualitative. Qualitative effects include changes in the composition of the labour force due to the selectivity of migration, and this leads to the ongoing debate on the mobility of highly skilled people, with many discussants arguing about the negative and positive effects of such mobility.
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The labour market impacts of highly skilled mobility can be both short and long term. Following the widely acknowledged paper by Beine et al., 23 a distinction can be made between static (or ex post) effects of the outfl ow, which can be termed as the "drain effect", and dynamic (ex ante) "brain effects" related to a possible increase in investment in education induced by the prospect of migration. Fihel et al. referred to the model proposed by Beine et al. to assess the impacts of post-accession migration from Poland and showed that there was a clear pattern of positive selection of those who had completed tertiary education. 24 The term "brain drain" is appropriate; however, the assessment of the impacts caused by this phenomenon remains open. As far as the drain effect is concerned (i.e. the short-and medium-term effects of the outfl ow), it is extremely diffi cult to assess the impact of post-accession migration on the skill mismatches in specifi c sectors and regions in Poland. Statistical data suggest that the labour shortages observed in the post-accession period are comprised mainly of qualifi ed workers but not necessarily those described as highly skilled. In fact, the main sectors suffering a shortage of labour include construction and manufacturing. 25 Thus these posts are unlikely to be fi lled by well-educated migrants choosing EU labour markets. Additionally, due to the oversupply of labour in the Polish labour market, post-accession migration should be assessed in terms of "brain overfl ow" rather than "brain drain".
In methodological terms, the analysis of the "brain effect" is even more challenging. The structure of educational attainment of Poland is still changing, but empirical evidence shows that this process is caused by a set of nonmigratory factors (e.g. social change, growing interest in obtaining higher education, structural change within the system and the introduction of transitional arrangements) and it is impossible to extract any post-accession brain effects. What is of far greater importance is the performance of Polish migrants abroad. One of the key assumptions of the model proposed by Beine et al. is that the rate of return to education should be higher abroad than in the country of origin (as people want to invest in their education in order to engage in gainful international migration). 26 However, recent studies suggest that Polish migrants abroad are employed in positions far below their skills (severe over-education). 27 Additionally, as shown by Kaczmarczyk and Tyrowicz, the rate of return to education in the case of well-educated Polish migrants choosing the UK as their destination was among the lowest in the British labour market and, additionally, lower abroad than in the domestic labour market. 28 This signifi es that the outfl ow of skilled workers from Poland has the characteristics of a "brain waste", which undermines the theoretical rationale for increased human capital formation.
Neoclassical economic theory suggests that in the long run migration is neutral to the labour market, i.e. changes 
Forum
in the supply of workers should be internalised by structural changes in the labour market and an adjustment of the capital/labour ratio. An exemplifi cation of this thesis is the study presented by Brücker, who looked at the macroeconomic impacts of post-accession migration from the new member states -see Figure 5 .
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Brücker argued that: 1) post-accession migration brought serious benefi ts for the receiving countries (particularly the UK) and reduced the growth potential in migrant sending areas; 2) impacts on wages and unemployment were moderate and positive in the short/medium term; and 3) most labour market effects were negligible in the long run. 30 Similar results have been provided by Fic et al. 31 This kind of approach does not take into account those effects related to demographic aspects of migration and possible structural changes in the domestic labour market. We argue that, in the case of post-accession migration by Poles, these effects may be of larger importance than short-and medium-term adjustment in wages and employment/unemployment. If we look at the demographic dimension of recent migration from Poland, it is necessary to emphasise the relative importance of this phenomenon both in terms of numbers as well as structural features. According to estimates, the number of migrants staying temporarily abroad increased by over one million between 1 May 2004 and early 2007 (i.e. in the most important phase of post-accession outfl ow). 32 After considering settlement mobility, the total net loss of population in this period was around 1.1 million (i.e. 2.8 per cent of the total population). For working age people, this loss was signifi cantly higher and amounted to four per cent of the total population of that age (slightly over one million migrants). 33 This number suggests that we should not expect signifi cant impacts of migration at the country level. However, more in-depth analysis reveals severe challenges with respect to particular groups and, particularly, the spatial dimension.
First, the demographic loss was more signifi cant for males than females (4.4 per cent vs 2.2 per cent). Second, the highest outfl ow referred to those aged 25-29 years (9.3 per cent) and 20-24 years (8.8 per cent), compared to 3.3 per cent overall (of the total population). Third, net losses were similar for those with completed tertiary, post-secondary, or secondary and vocational education (in all cases around four per cent). Fourth, even if the loss of population in urban and rural areas displayed similar patterns, serious differences were noted for the most mobile age groups: for the 25-29 age group (i.e. the age group most strongly affected by the population outfl ow), the loss in the rural population was 9.5 per cent; it amounted to ten per cent in medium-sized and small towns and to 8.2 per cent in large towns. Finally, the demographic impacts of migration were signifi cantly different when considering region of origin prior to migration. For the total population, the loss varied from 1.8 per cent (Mazowieckie voivodship and particularly the Warsaw area) to over seven per cent (Podkarpackie voivodship, marked by the highest propensity to migrate in the post-accession period). These differences were even more striking when we account for the type of settlement and age group: in the younger age brackets and rural areas of south-eastern Poland, losses were commonly close to 25-30 per cent -see Figure 6 . Forum ment, structure of local economy, activity patterns of inhabitants, etc.) suggests that migration was more intensive in regions with a relatively higher share of the population living in rural areas and, additionally, those with younger populations (particularly in the post-accession period). In fact, one of the most important post-accession migrant groups comprised young and relatively well-educated people leaving regions with weak labour markets and a signifi cant semi-subsistence economy or remnants of a semi-subsistence economy. This kind of people can be termed as economically "redundant" and their outfl ow should be described in terms of overfl ow rather than drainage.
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This observation is highly relevant when we look at the long-term impacts of recent migration. As pointed out by Layard et al., 36 one of the preconditions for development in post-war Europe was the massive outfl ow of surplus labour. This phenomenon happened in other countries, such as Italy and Spain, and created a stimulus for improvement in the effi ciency of their labour markets. Political conditions, i.e. policies prohibiting massive migration, meant that this kind of process did not happen in Poland. 35 Ibid. 36 R. L a y a r d , O.J. B l a n c h a r d , R. D o r n b u s c h , P. K r u g m a n , op.
cit.
As a consequence, during the transition period the Polish labour market was characterised by an enormous surplus of labour. Additionally, structural and spatial distribution of the labour force did not match labour market needs: relatively large portions of the population were "trapped" in rural areas in subsistence sectors. Accession into the EU and post-accession mass migration facilitated -for the fi rst time in contemporary history -the outfl ow of the "economically redundant" population originating from economically backward regions. Kaczmarczyk and Okól-ski argue that even if post-accession fl ows have only had a moderate impact on sending economies in the short run (including unemployment, economic activity or wages), this kind of labour market "pre-emption" or "crowding out effect" can signifi cantly improve development potential in the long term. 37 Recent migration can bring about significant changes in the labour market structure and institutional set-up. Predominantly affecting the oversupply of labour, it also makes reforms of the labour market easier (or even generally feasible). In this context, return migration -so welcomed by many policymakers in Poland and other new member states -may seriously limit this development potential (at least if it happens "too early", i.e. before completion of labour market reforms). 
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Lessons to be learnt
Recent Polish migration constitutes one of the most important and interesting migration processes in contemporary Europe. In quantitative terms it is only comparable to the large wave of Romanian citizens moving abroad in the post-2007 period. In qualitative terms it goes far beyond the migration patterns of other Central and Eastern Europeans due to its diversity and increasing complexity. The analysis presented in this article allows the identifi cation of a few important issues to be presented as general lessons to be learnt from the post-2004 migration experience:
1. Granting freedom of movement is expected to increase the scale of overall mobility but not necessarily bring dramatic effects in terms of settlement migration. Migrants tend to use "well-trodden social spaces" and refer to well-known migration strategies. In Central and Eastern Europe, many of those strategies comprise short-term or circular movements.
2. The scale of migration and its selectivity patterns go far beyond institutional factors (such as labour markets opening). Post-2004 patterns of mobility are to be explained in terms of labour market related factors (structure of demand for foreign labour, institutional framework at destination, role of trade unions), cultural factors (language, cultural proximity), migrant networks and, last but not least, the dynamics of the enlargement process (transitory periods). It shows that intra-European mobility is a complex phenomenon -diffi cult to forecast and diffi cult to manage.
3. Post-2004 mobility of Polish migrants shows that they go where the jobs are and they are present in all European labour markets (from Cyprus to Iceland). It indicates that: (a) recent intra-EU mobility is to a large extent demand driven; and (b) EU enlargement is to be treated as an important step towards a Common European Labour Market. The latter feature became more clearly visible during the economic crisis.
4. A signifi cant portion of recent Polish mobility constitutes labour and short-term/circular migration. It shows that, even with severe wage gaps and persisting differences in standards of living, granting the freedom to move (and to return) can lead to shortterm/circular migration strategies. The preconditions include the structure of demand for foreign labour in the destination region and development potential in the region of origin.
5. Despite the relatively high (and in certain cases, such as the UK and Ireland, very high) level of human capital involved, the migration of Poles hardly contributes to an improvement in the occupational positions of the people involved. On the contrary, the common pattern of employment abroad comprises serious over-education and skill mismatches.
6. This situation is only partially attributable to (low) quality of education or the lack of transferability of skills (e.g. due to low language skills). Rather, empirical research points to the demand for foreign labour being strongly concentrated at the low-skilled end of the occupational ladder. It shows that, contrary to offi cial rhetoric, Western European economies desperately need low-skilled workers to fi ll niches in their labour markets and this kind of worker is far more important than highly skilled migrants.
7. The common phenomenon of employment below one's skill level can have very serious long-term consequences. First, it leads to ineffi cient utilisation of human capital (at the EU level). Second, it brings few incentives to invest in human capital (important in the context of brain gain). Third, it may (negatively) affect future integration prospects of residing immigrants.
8. Post-enlargement migration experience shows that while destination countries, on average, benefi t from immigration, countries of origin tend to bear relatively high costs from the outfl ow (particularly in the long term). It shows that we need a pan-European approach to internal mobility and co-operation between migrant sending and migrant receiving countries to create win-win situations in terms of migration.
9. For many Polish people, migration has ceased to be part of the household's survival strategy. On the contrary, it has started to play an important part of migrants' life projects. Moreover, those projects are becoming more and more complex, both in terms of their content as well as spatial patterns. It creates both risks (migration is diffi cult to manage) and opportunities (development potential) for both origin and destination countries.
10. Intra-EU migrants face severe problems accessing the labour market, fi nding (proper) jobs and integrating into social and economic spheres. Thus innovative labour market measures are needed to amplify the developmental impacts of migration (training, coaching, labour market assistance). The same refers to countries of origin and to returnees.
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Timo Baas
The Macroeconomic Impact of Intra-EU Migration on the German Economy
The freedom of movement is a fundamental right guaranteed to EU citizens. Today, 3.4 million out of seven million foreigners in Germany use this right to live and work in Germany, an increase of 900,000 people in the last seven years. Most of these mobile citizens have the nationality of one of the member states that acceded to the EU in or after 2004. There were two reasons for the strong increase in mobility: the end of transitional periods in 2011 (for 2004 accession countries) and 2014 (for Bulgaria and Romania), and the long-lasting impacts of the fi nancial and economic crisis.
Transitional periods were agreed with the accession countries to protect the labour markets of old members for a period of up to seven years. After applying transitional periods for the maximum duration, Germany opened its labour market in May 2011 and January 2014. The application of transitional agreements, however, did not fully prevent labour mobility. Exceptions applied for academics, EU citizens studying in Germany and a limited number of posted workers. For skilled workers, there was the possibility to apply for a work permit, which had to be approved by the federal employment agency.
The fi nancial and economic crisis has affected labour mobility in at least two ways. First, mobile workers intending to move to Spain or Italy have been faced with unfortunate labour market conditions. Some of those have chosen Germany as an alternate destination. Second, natives from the countries most affected by the crisis have faced high unemployment rates and declining wages, and thus have decided to move. Both channels increase the number of people moving to Germany, but the fi rst channel clearly dominates.
In this paper it is shown that labour mobility has strongly increased with the opening of labour markets in 2011 and with the worsening of labour market conditions after the crisis in 2007. Using a CGE (computable general equilibrium) model, the optimum allocation of labour to the different sectors of the economy is derived and the impact of recent trends in labour mobility on the German economy is shown. Naturally, this is not the only study addressing the macroeconomic impact of labour mobility. Baas and Brücker, and Barrell et al. analyse the impact of expected migration fl ows after the opening of labour markets; 1 Heijdra et al. use a recursive dynamic model prior to EU enlargement. 2 In contrast to these studies, we analyse the recent migration trend and put a special emphasis on the adjustment of the capital stock, which was identifi ed by previous studies as having a strong impact on the labour market effects of intra-EU labour mobility. This paper fi rst discusses the impact of transitional periods and the economic crisis on non-native EU citizens living in Germany. It then presents the age structure of EU citizens, their labour market status and employment by economic activity. Finally, this study simulates the impact of labour mobility on the German economy.
The scale of mobility
According to the federal statistical offi ce, the number of mobile EU citizens 3 living in Germany has increased from 2.5 million prior to the economic crisis to 3.4 million in 2013 (see Table 1 cent) followed by Greece (four per cent).n general, we can distinguish three groups that dominate or are expected to dominate labour mobility towards Germany. The group of mobile Bulgarians and Romanians (EU2) experiences the strongest growth. Workers from the Baltic countries, Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Slovakia (EU8) still dominate in size, while the number of workers from countries heavily affected by the economic crisis is below expectations but may increase in the near future.
The opening-up of the labour market was one of the most important reasons why the number of mobile workers from EU8 countries increased sharply by 250,000 between 2010 and 2013. Transitional periods, nevertheless, did not fully prevent people from moving. Mobile workers from EU8 and EU2 countries could apply for work permits granted to skilled workers after a proof of precedence. For highly skilled workers, 4 managers and seasonal workers, the employment agency abstains from the proof of precedence. Additionally, the freedom of establishment, another fundamental right granted to EU citizens, enables mobile entrepreneurs to open businesses in Germany and fi rms from EU countries to operate in Germany with their own workforce. Restrictions were applied for some sectors, such as construction, the cleaning of buildings 
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and public transport systems, as well as surface care and temporary employment agency work. Given these institutional settings, the number of mobile workers increased by 53,000 in the three years prior to the opening of labour markets.
The second reason for the increase in mobility towards Germany was the economic crisis in 2007 that turned into a sovereign debt crisis in early 2009. The most affected countries -Portugal, Spain, Ireland, Italy and Cyprusexperienced a sharp increase in sovereign debt as they had to support their banking systems. Greece was an exception as the increase in government debt was caused by a correction of previous governments' misreporting. Given the risk of default, those countries experienced diffi culties in repaying or refi nancing their debt. To increase investors' confi dence and to get access to IMF and EU credits, they agreed to austerity measures. As contraction set in, labour market conditions worsened, the unemployment rate increased and wages declined. According to migration theory, a worsening of the value of staying should foster migration. 5 Indeed, the number of GIPS mobile workers living in Germany increased by 120,000 between 2010 and 2013.
The impact of the crisis via the channel of the countries affected is not as strong as expected: a second channel turned out to be more important. The crisis not only affected GIPS citizens, it also affected EU2 workers suffering from worsening labour market conditions in Spain, 
EU citizens in Germany
Age structure of EU citizens living in Germany
The age pattern of mobile citizens is infl uenced by labour market conditions in the source and destination countries. From migration theory we know that young migrants are more sensitive to wage differentials, while older migrants are more responsive to change in the unemployment rate. According to Hunt, 6 the reason for this phenomenon might be the higher fi nancial and social burden of older workers, which increases the costs of unemployment. Young workers, instead, have no obligation to support family members and might benefi t from transfers from their parents. The non-money, especially "psychic", costs of migration can be expected to be larger for older migrants. 7 In an extreme case, where these costs are extremely high, a high unemployment rate would not lead to an increase in worker mobility.
As we see in Table 2 , in all three country groups, the share of mobile citizens between 18 and 25 years old is roughly 20 per cent. Given the age structure in Figure 1 , the 26-35 age group is expected to be the largest among mobile workers. Surprisingly, the proportion of elderly workers (50 to 65 years old) from the EU8 is larger than that from GIPS.
According to Hunt, elderly workers are more sensitive to a change in unemployment rates than younger workers. 8 As unemployment increases in the countries most affected by the crisis, one would expect a higher share of elderly workers moving to Germany. The low share of elderly workers might indicate a lag between increasing unemployment and the movement of workers, a relatively immobile population in Southern European countries or that elderly workers are less affected by unemployment in these countries.
Qualifi cations of EU citizens
According to Grogger and Hanson, 9 individuals choose destinations according to the net benefi ts of migration. If average wages are similar, countries with a higher premium on education can attract more qualifi ed migrants than countries with a smaller gap. In recent years, wage inequality has been rising in Germany. The inequality, however, is present within qualifi cation groups, making it diffi cult to predict the impact on the self-selection of mobile workers. 10 In Table 3 we see a high share of mobile workers living in Germany and holding a university degree. In particular, Romanians (17 to 19 per cent) and female workers from Poland and Italy are more highly qualifi ed than the overall population in Germany. The share of workers without a formal qualifi cation is extraordinarily high for EU citizens from Greece and Italy and for females from all four countries. The reason for the fi rst phenomenon is a high share of elderly workers that were low qualifi ed when recruited from Germany in the 1960s. The reason for the second phenomenon might be a growing market for low qualifi ed female workers employed in private households and seasonal jobs. The private household market is expected to grow in the near future as the population gets older and the demand for cleaning services and care is rising while seasonal employment stays unchanged.
Employment of EU citizens
The number of employees from the EU8 increased by 104,000 persons in April 2012 compared to the previous year (Figure 2 ). The increase is much higher than one 
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would expect given the increase in net migration. A reason for this effect is the ending of transition periods in 2011. As the labour market is opened, self-employment and certain forms of illegal employment are replaced by regular employment, especially employment subject to social security contributions. The gap between employment fi gures in the German microcensus and employment fi gures provided by the public employment services was more than twice that of the whole population. 11 For the EU2 and GIPS mobile workers, the increase in employment is more in line with fi gures on mobility. Seasonal employment, however, is more pronounced for EU2 and EU8 citizens.
As for seasonal employment, the distribution of mobile workers across sectors differs between GIPS, EU8 and EU2 citizens. While a large share of EU2 and EU8 citizens work in agriculture, manufacturing, and administrative and support service activities, the share of GIPS citizens in manufacturing is much higher, while the share in agriculture is negligible. Instead, EU8 citizens have a large presence in construction and temporary employment agency work, while there is a high share of GIPS and EU2 citizens employed in the hotel and restaurant sectors.
11 T. B a s s , H. B r ü c k e r : Wirkungen der Zuwanderungen . . . , op. cit. As the public employment services count employment subject to social security contributions and minor employment only, there is always a gap to the broader defi nition of the microcensus where clerks, the self-employed and, if households provide this information, illegal employment are included.
Only a small share of citizens from all of the selected EU are employed in public administration, however, mobile workers have a large presence in the health and social work sector, as well as in professional scientifi c and technical activities.
Migration, unemployment and welfare
In the literature on the impact of migration on the labour markets of destination countries, nearly all studies fi nd a small increase in unemployment and decreasing wages .
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For Germany, improving labour market conditions may delay this effect. This might, however, not be true for EU citizens, as substitution between different groups of foreigners is expected to be higher than that between natives and foreigners.
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In Figure 4 we see declining unemployment rates for EU8 and GIPS citizens and stable unemployment rates for EU2 citizens. Interestingly, unemployment rates seem to converge at a value signifi cantly higher than that for the whole population, but more than seven percentage points below the unemployment rate of EU8 citizens in 2010. These fi gures tend to support the hypothesis mentioned in Brücker et al. that high unemployment is a phenomenon of pre- enlargement migration cohorts competing with post-enlargement, signifi cantly younger mobile workers.
14 In addition to increasing unemployment, Germans fear welfare migration. The theory of migration implies that among similar destinations, migrants choose those with generous welfare provision. 15 Especially if migration costs are similar, migrants are sensitive to welfare provision. This is the case for the United States, but due to differences in language and culture, this may not be as pronounced in Europe. Table 4 shows that the number of job seekers has increased heavily for EU2 citizens, and also for GIPS and EU8 citizens in recent years. Given that the number of EU2 mobile workers has increased by 28 per cent, the increase seems substantial and fosters fears among Germans about an increase in EU citizens receiving unemployment benefi ts.
Job seekers from other EU countries, nevertheless, are not entitled to receive welfare. According to a recent judicial decision, the only way for EU citizens to receive welfare is to be in great need. An increase in the number of job seekers, therefore, might not increase the number of welfare recipients.
In Table 5 , however, we see a strong increase in EU2 welfare recipients. The reason might be an increase in unemployment of EU2 citizens who have lived for some time 14 H. B r ü c k e r, T. B a a s , I. B e l e v a , S. B e r t o l i , T. B o e r i , A. D a m e la n g , L. D u v a l , A. H a u p t m a n n , A. F i h e l , P. H u b e r, A. I a r a , A. I v l e v s , E.J. J a h n , P. K a c z m a r c z y k , M.E. L a n d e s m a n n , J. in Germany, but it is more likely that some EU2 workers have found a job that does not cover the minimum level of subsistence. Those people are eligible to receive welfare to cover the gap.
Macroeconomic impact of labour mobility
In this section the macroeconomic impact of labour mobility is discussed. The simulation is based on a dynamic CGE model, developed to address the impact of migration on the German economy. 16 We therefore compare a scenario of intra-EU labour mobility with a counterfactual scenario where no mobility occurs. The model runs from 2007 to 2013, and the migration shock is the increase in intra-EU labour mobility for each year.
One of the most important questions is whether labour mobility is able to solve the shortage of skilled labour (Fachkräftemangel). Figure 5 shows the optimum allocation of labour that maximises output. If we compare this fi gure with the distribution of migrants among the sectors of the economy, we see that manufacturing (C), wholesale and retail trade (G), construction (F), scientifi c and technical activities (M), and administrative and support service activities (N) have the highest demand for additional labour. If we compare these results with Figure 3 , mobile intra-EU workers, in general, seem to meet the demand. In all of the identifi ed sectors, except scientifi c and technical activities (M), the employment of mobile workers is above average. There are sectors, nevertheless, where an optimum allocation of labour would be below the share of mobile workers in these sectors. This holds for agriculture (A), accommodation and food service activities, and, interestingly, human health activities (Q). The latter sector, however, is heavily affected by the aging society not con- In sum, labour mobility increases GDP by up to 0.6 per cent (see Figure 6 ). This result is in line with the fi ndings of previous studies addressing the impact of labour mobility prior to the opening of labour markets. As the manufacturing sector is demanding labour more than other industries, we see an increase in tradable goods production and, therefore, exports. The increase in imports corresponds with the increase in exports as intermediate goods are obtained from abroad. A small share of imports may, nevertheless, increase because mobile workers have a higher preference for foreign products.
The increase in consumption, on the other hand, is small compared to previous studies. The reason for this phenomenon is that most studies relied on static rather than dynamic CGE models. Within the dynamic model, an infl ow of labour creates a higher demand for capital. In principle, capital can be increased either by foreign savings or by savings of private households.
For a large open economy like Germany, the possibilities to fi nance additional investment using foreign savings are limited. A large share, therefore, has to be fi nanced by savings or retained profi ts which, in turn, reduces consumption.
Given the burden of an aging society, the simulation model, however, might overstate the need for additional capital. This would on one hand reduce the need for additional investment but, on the other, might also decrease the impact of migration on wages. This aspect, nevertheless, is beyond the scope of this paper.
Concluding remarks
In January 2011, Germany had to open up labour markets to the EU8 and in January 2014 to EU2 workers. In both cases, the public were cautious about guaranteeing full freedom of movement. They feared mass migration and a worsening of labour market conditions (EU8) or welfare migration (EU2). According to the federal statistical offi ce of Germany, the net increase in EU8 citizens living in Germany was between 100,000 and 125,000 in the years 2011 to 2013, and the net increase of all EU nationals except Germans was between 200,000 and 300,000. Using these fi gures, we simulate the macroeconomic impact of intra-EU migration. Our fi ndings indicate that there will be some pressure on wages until the capital stock builds up, but the unemployment rate remains generally stable. The data seems to confi rm these fi ndings as unemployment rates strongly decrease for EU8 citizens. In general, we see a strong increase in investment as the capital stock adjusts to additional labour and a moderate increase in consumption as investment is fi nanced by retained profits, reducing dividends, and increased savings.
Alongside fears of worsening labour markets conditions, there was also the hope of covering the labour shortage occurring in Germany soon after the fi nancial crisis. Table 1 ). These immigration fl ows markedly changed the composition of the Spanish population: the proportion of nonSpanish nationals was 11.7 per cent in January 2013. The foreign population in Spain is mostly from other EU countries, Latin America and North Africa. In terms of education, the educational attainment of foreigners depends on their country of origin. The current mix of nationalities provides a distribution of education slightly biased towards the lower end of the distribution of education levels.
The labour market effects of the Great Recession in Spain have been remarkable. Since the fi rst quarter of Our results imply that the distribution of mobile workers among the sectors of the economy is by and large in line with the labour demand derived in the CGE model. Two sectors (agriculture, and accommodation and food service activities) attract a much higher share of additional workforce than the optimum. The reason for this phenomenon is the open labour markets for seasonal employment prior to full freedom of movement.
The second fear of German citizens prior to open labour markets was welfare migration. As Borjas points out, 17 some countries may attract migrants because of a generous welfare system. For EU2 migrants we see a strong increase in welfare benefi t recipients. This is surprising, as mobile EU citizens have only restricted access to the welfare system. It is, nevertheless, no widespread phenomenon. Even though the growth rates are high, the overall share of recipients among EU2 citizens is small.
The implications of our simulation exercise and the migration data are two-fold. First, intra-EU labour mobility has a positive impact on the German economy and only a minor impact on the labour market. The application of transitional periods, therefore, seems unjustifi ed from an economic point of view. Serious labour market imbalances could not be observed, neither in the descriptive data nor in the simulation results. Second, Germany is able to attract a high share of mobile workers holding a university degree, and the selection of migrants meets, predominantly, the demand of the different sectors of the economy. As an exception, the share of mobile workers in agriculture and hotel and restaurant services is far from ideal and wage pressure in these sectors may be high. Policy makers, therefore, should rethink privileges for seasonal employment. for 2013 points to an additional decrease in entries into Spain. Over the same period, the crisis has led to a large increase in outfl ows. This paper describes the recent evolution of migration fl ows in Spain during the Great Recession, focusing on differences in the composition of recent immigration and emigration fl ows and how they differ between Spanish nationals and foreigners. For this purpose, we fi rst describe the data sources being used for the measurement of infl ows and outfl ows. Then we describe the recent evolution of immigration fl ows and how the crisis has had an impact on entries into Spain, both in terms of their size and their composition. Following that, we focus on outfl ows from Spain, trying to provide the most recent information available on their composition by nationality and destination country, and the main characteristics of these emigrants from Spain.
Data
Data on gross migration fl ows in Spain are not abundant. It is only since 2002, based on municipality registers (Estadística de Variaciones Residenciales), that we can track the evolution of migration infl ows and outfl ows in a homogeneous way. However, the statistics based on municipality registers have some drawbacks, mostly in measuring outfl ows. Whereas foreigners have an incentive to enrol on the register when they enter into Spain -some basic social services (education and health) are linked to being registered -there are fewer clear incentives to unregister when leaving the country.
However, this was addressed in 2006, when a two-year renewal was imposed on non-permanent residents in Spain and non-EU citizens. Then, at least for this subgroup of foreigners, a non-renewal can be used to estimate exits from Spain. The Spanish Statistical Institute (INE) uses alternative sources of information to also capture the exits of permanent Spanish residents and EU citizens. In particular, INE has recently released a new publication,
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Migration Statistics, which agrees with Variaciones Residenciales about entries into Spain, but it complements that information with additional data sources to measure, for instance, exits of EU citizens. These new statistics are only available from 2008. In the case of emigration and immigration by Spaniards, the information depends on their enrolment at a foreign consulate when they arrive in another country. Therefore, it is likely that there is some delay between the exit from Spain and the registration in the host country. Moreover, one must notice that temporary movements could be poorly captured in these statistics, as temporary migrants may have lower incentives to register at the Spanish Consulate abroad.
The current study mainly relies on data from Variaciones Residenciales to track the evolution of entries into Spain, and for exits we complement this information with that provided by Migration Statistics. These data sources provide information not only about the size of immigration and emigration fl ows but also on their composition by gender, age, nationality, the country of birth, the province of origin and the country of destination for Spanish emigrants. In the case of foreigners, only information on the country of birth is available so we may assume that, when exiting, the country of destination coincides with the birth country.
In order to look at the educational composition of migration fl ows, it is necessary to access Labour Force Survey (LFS) data. In the LFS, information on the stock of foreigners/Spaniards that resided abroad one year previously is provided and can be used as a good proxy for the characteristics of entries. In the case of emigrants, information about their educational attainment is much more diffi cult to obtain. One possibility is to look at the statistics of the main destination countries. Driven by anecdotal evidence and given availability restrictions, we do so using the French, British and Argentinian labour force surveys.
The immigration boom in the expansionary period and the impact of the crisis
Entries into Spain
Starting in the early 1990s and, most noticeably, after 1997, Spain became a more popular destination country for migrants. Infl ows increased steadily from less than 30,000 per year in 1996 to almost one million in 2007, when they reached their historical maximum and amounted to 21.2 per cent of the total population in that year (see Table 1 ). This increase is even more noticeable taking into account that, before 2000, around one-third of total entries were of Spanish nationals living abroad, probably returning to Spain after an emigration experience. This is also shown in Table 3 , where the entries of Spanish nationals by country of birth refl ect that around two-thirds of them were born in Spain. The share of Spanish nationals in total entries decreased to around six per cent in the period between 2000 and 2007.
With respect to the country of origin of these immigrants, at the beginning of the expansionary period, infl ows of foreigners were dominated by Latin Americans (especially Peruvians and Bolivians), followed by Europeans and Africans (especially Moroccans). Since 2000, infl ows from Europe have increased, especially due to an increase of Romanians and, to a lesser extent, Bulgarians after 2007, when these two countries became EU members, with a decline in the share of Latin Americans in the total stock of foreigners. Overall, as an average for the period 2002-2007 (see Table 2 ), the share of Europeans in total migration to Spain accounted for 40.5 per cent, while Americans represented 38.3 per cent, and Africans and Asians accounted for 15.8 per cent and 5.3 per cent, respectively. Finally, with respect to the destination region in Spain, the largest regions and some of the coastal and more dynamic regions during the expansionary period received the largest shares of immigrants (Madrid, Catalonia, Andalucia, Valencia).
The beginning of the crisis suddenly stopped the upward trend in migration infl ows into Spain. Total entries into Spain have decreased from almost one million in 2007 to around 370,000 in 2012, accounting for slightly less than 0.8 per cent of the total population in that year. This decreasing trend continued in 2013, according to preliminary information provided by Migration Statistics, which estimated a total entry of 134,000 immigrants in the fi rst half of 2013. In terms of the composition by origin, the share of Europeans and Americans decreased over the crisis period, although they continued to be the most prominent origins. In particular, the share of Europeans decreased by around six percentage points, to 34.6 per cent on average from 2008 to 2012, 1 with a signifi cant drop in infl ows from Romania. In a similar way, over the crisis period, the share of Americans in total infl ows to Spain decreased to 34.2 per cent with a marked decrease in the entries from the major origin countries (Argentina, Peru and Bolivia). On the contrary, entries from Africa have increased, in relative terms, to 20.2 per cent of total entries with an increase in entries from Morocco of around two percentage points. The main recipient re- gions over the expansionary period kept receiving most of immigrants during the crisis, although the increase in the share of immigrants heading to Catalonia is noticeable.
Regarding infl ows of Spaniards, over the crisis period, entries have remained roughly constant at around 34,000 per year, showing an inelastic pattern with respect to economic conditions. This evolution, however, has almost doubled the share of Spanish nationals in total entries to close to 9.3 per cent in 2012. According to preliminary data for 2013, this upward trend continued in the fi rst half of the year. It should be noted that not all of the Spanish nationals entering into Spain can be interpreted as returning migrants, as around one-half of them were born abroad (for instance, they may be descendants of Spanish migrants abroad but have never lived in Spain previously). In any case, no major changes in the composition of Spanish nationals by country of birth are observed over the crisis period, with this share being roughly constant at around 50 per cent. Table 3 provides some evidence of the changes to the characteristics of new entrants during the pre-crisis period and the crisis, using LFS data to analyse educational attainment. In particular, the immigration of foreigners and Spaniards born abroad is a phenomenon particularly important for males that occurs at a young age and is biased towards low educated groups. On the contrary, for Spaniards born in Spain, the differences across gen- Table 5 Emigration fl ows from Spain by nationality 1 2013 data are preliminary and only refer to the fi rst half.
S o u r c e : Migration Statistics (INE).
each group have increased the share of female, older and, especially, more educated workers. In particular, among foreigners, the share of entrants with tertiary education has increased from 15.3 per cent to 19.3 per cent, at the cost of reducing the share of those with secondary education. This increase in the mean educational attainment of recent immigrants is not just the result of the changes in the composition by country of origin, as it is observed also when this variable is taken into account. Indeed, although the increase in the share of university degree holders has generally increased for all origins, a higher increase is observed among Americans and Asians, while it is much smaller for recent European immigrants.
Exits from Spain
Emigration fl ows accounted for just over 200,000 individuals in 2007, when the pick-up in infl ows was observed (see Table 4 ). Since then, partly due to the deterioration of labour market conditions in Spain as a result of the crisis, outfl ows from Spain have increased to almost 400,000 people in 2012, according to Estadística de Variaciones Residenciales, the same data source used for estimating infl ows into Spain. An alternative data source, Migration Statistics (only available from 2008), shows a similar evolution over the crisis period, although the level of exits from Spain is higher in every year, from 288,000 exits in 2008 to 446,000 in 2012. Preliminary data available for the fi rst six months of 2013 point to an additional increase in exits: 260,000 emigrants are estimated for the fi rst half of the year.
Using this latter data source, the increase in emigration fl ows from Spain is due to the increase in outfl ows of the foreign population. In 2008, 88.4 per cent of outfl ows comprised foreigners -see Table 5 . This share only slightly decreased over the crisis period to 87. Regarding the destination country, the second column of Table 6 shows that EU countries receive around 39 per cent of total outfl ows from Spain, and this percentage has remained roughly constant over the crisis. Among other destinations, South America and Africa are the other main targets for emigrants from Spain. It should be noted, however, that Table 6 also shows that most of these outward movements from Spain could be considered as returning migration to the region of origin. After large infl ows of immigrants to Spain over the expansionary period, Migration Statistics shows that outfl ows since 2008 have mainly been to the origin country. In particular, for most areas, the destination of nearly 75 per cent of emigrants from Spain over the crisis period coincides with their nationality. This share has not shown a signifi cant variation over the crisis period. In any case, focusing on movements from Spain to EU countries, it could be highlighted that EU countries
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Trying to look into the educational attainment of these emigrants over the crisis period is a much more challenging task due to the lack of information in most available data sources. One possibility is to get this information from the LFSs from countries receiving immigration fl ows from Spain.
Based on data availability, in Table 8 we present the composition of recent emigrants going from Spain to the UK, France and Argentina, using national LFSs as the source of information for France and the UK, and Encuesta Permanente de Hogares for Argentina. In this table, we observe that the share of university degree holders among recent immigrants arriving from Spain is high in these three countries, especially in the UK and France, where this share is above 60 per cent in the most recent period. In the case of foreigners, although there is no precise information on the evolution of the mean educational level of the stock of foreigners living in Spain, the Spanish LFS seems to indicate a higher share of low-skilled workers among those who have emigrated, which would be coherent with the larger negative impact of the crisis on this population group. have increased their share as destination countries for Africans, while that is not observed among South Americans. Table 7 presents some characteristics of emigrants. In this case, it can be seen that outfl ows of foreigners and probably a large chunk of outfl ows of Spaniards born abroad represent returning migration, whereas outfl ows of Spaniards born in Spain represent a fi rst movement to another country. For foreigners, the share of males who decide to emigrate is much higher than the share of males who were immigrating. On the other hand, outfl ows of foreigners are more concentrated on middle-aged workers than the infl ows, where the share of younger individuals is higher. For Spaniards born in Spain, we observe that men are slightly over-represented, which was not observed in infl ows, while the age structure is strongly biased towards the youngest. Analysing the region of origin of Spaniards born in Spain who have emigrated -although the largest regions (Andalucia, Madrid and Catalonia) show higher shares -it is remarkable how some regions, such as Galicia, Canarias and Asturias, present a much higher share of Spanish national emigrants than of foreigners. 
Concluding remarks
This paper provides a fi rst look at the data on migration fl ows in Spain during the Great Recession. Given the high proportion of recent immigrants to Spain and the high unemployment rates for all population groups and regions, one may expect signifi cant migration fl ows and varying composition among them depending on recent immigration status. Recent data tend to show a signifi cant pickup in emigration fl ows while immigration fl ows, although still relatively high, have shown a marked downward trend. Looking at the composition of these fl ows, a higher elasticity to the economic conditions is observed among foreign entrants, while the number of Spanish nationals entering Spain has remained roughly constant over the crisis. Looking at the characteristics of these immigrants, the crisis seems to have increased the mean educational attainment of those foreigners arriving in Spain.
Emigration fl ows have more than doubled since the start of the crisis, and they are mostly concentrated around foreigners who had recently arrived in Spain. In any case, emigration of Spanish nationals has also shown a positive trend over the crisis period refl ecting a reaction to the deterioration of the labour market. Emigrants are mostly young individuals (80 per cent are less than 45 years old), both in the case of nationals and foreigners leaving Spain. For educational composition, information is scarce; however, emigration fl ows seem to have concentrated on lower educational levels for foreigners, probably refl ecting a higher impact of the crisis on this population group, and on higher educational levels in the case of Spanish nationals, as tends to be the case in migration fl ows internationally.
These fi ndings need to be further investigated as more data become available, but hints at the possibility of the start of a brain drain that, if extended too long as the crisis persists, or if Spanish emigrants remain in their destination country, could create negative consequences for future potential growth. This article addresses a range of questions in an effort to characterise trends in intra-EU cross-border labour mobility in recent years. It builds on empirical evidence from a recent volume edited by the authors that focuses on the qualitative and quantitative dimension of intra-EU labour mobility in the context of economic crisis and labour market pressures with a special focus on skills-occupation mismatch, migration patterns, as well as duration of stay and return. 4 The second aspect this article touches upon is linked to a current debate on the political agenda: is there a negative effect of increasing labour mobility on welfare states, are there indeed signs of "welfare-driven mobility" patterns or is this just a perception?
In the fi rst section, we use data from the European Union Labour Force Survey (EU LFS) to show European trends in cross-border labour mobility during the crisis, also taking into account the labour market outcomes for migrant and local workers. In a further step, we assess the skills-occupation mismatch reviewing the existing evidence and presenting additional evidence from, in particular, Italy and the UK. Indeed, it is often argued that migrant workers can compensate for skills shortages in the receiving labour markets -the question of to what extent they can use their respective skills is less often addressed, however. The article concludes with an evaluation of the costs and benefi ts of intra-EU crossborder labour mobility with regard to sending and receiving countries, also including potential effects on welfare systems.
Impact of the economic crisis on cross-border labour mobility
Although intra-EU mobility is still relatively low in terms of the share of the non-national EU population in individual member states, from a sending country perspective the magnitude of outward migration has reached high levels already, Freedom of movement for persons and workers is undoubtedly one of the core values and main building blocks of the EU. This paper examines a number of its aspects that have important political and institutional relevance for the EU and its future.
The accession to the EU of eight Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries (EU8) in May 2004, and the subsequent accession of Romania and Bulgaria in January 2007 (EU2), marked an important step in the history of European integration, but also posed new challenges.
1 A signifi cant consequence was the extension of the free movement of capital, goods, services and people to Central and Eastern Europe. However, given the very wide differences in, for example, wages, there were fears in Western Europe of a massive infl ux of workers from the new member states with expected negative impacts on the receiving countries' labour markets and welfare systems. As a result, all but three EU15 countries (the UK, Ireland and Sweden) made use of transitional measures in 2004 restricting -to varying degrees -the right to work for EU8 citizens in those countries for a period of up to seven years. The continued and prolonged crisis that is in its sixth year has become a major test not only for the labour markets of individual member states but of the institution of free movement itself.
Post-2004 labour mobility constitutes a historically new phenomenon in a number of respects, exhibiting characteristics that distinguish it from previous forms of mobility resulting from earlier EU enlargements. The coexistence of different forms of cross-border labour mobility, which include commuting, short-term, circular and more permanent migration, but also various "functional equivalents" as (bogus) selfemployment, in the framework of free movement of services and posted work plays an important role. An additional new feature is that recent EU10 migrants tend to have a rather high educational profi le both in absolute terms and also in comparison with nationals in the receiving countries.
The expectation that labour mobility can deliver a major contribution to a better functioning of European labour markets was clearly stated in EU documents, such as The European Job Mobility Action Plan.
2 According to the 2011 report on employment and social developments, the Commission Forum tion uses data from the EU LFS to shed some light on recent trends in intra-EU labour mobility and the labour market impacts of the crisis. At the same time, Germany -a traditional destination country for CEE migrants but which made use of transitional measures up until May 2011 -shows a steady but more moderate growth in its EU8 population up to 2010/2011, whereupon the stocks pick up markedly.
Main trends of intra-EU
Against this background, it is important to note that, due to continuing EU10 migration infl ow, the overall stock of EU10 population in EU15 countries has continued to grow during the crisis (except in Ireland, Spain and Greece, countries hard hit by the economic crisis). This has occurred in the face of declining overall employment (except in Germany and Poland) and seemingly contradicts previous claims in the literature according to which deep recessions may be expected to result in a setback in migration fl ows as well as forecasts that this was what would indeed happen in the European post-crisis context. Different migration dynamics from the EU8 and EU2 can be explained by the fact that not only receiving countries but also sending countries differed markedly with regard to the impact of the crisis on their labour markets. Poland, the country with by far the largest migration fl ows in absolute terms, was doing comparatively well, being the only country not experiencing an output shock, whereas -in particular -the Baltic countries experienced huge increases in unemployment and declines in employment particularly during the initial phase of the crisis. Indeed, during the crisis temporary reductions for some EU8 and, most particu-13 Throughout the statistical analysis we defi ne the migration status via the nationality of the migrant worker. Migrant workers from Malta and Cyprus are included in the EU8 and EU10 fi gures, but their numbers are negligible.
with around fi ve per cent of the Baltic labour force in the UK and even higher rates for outward migration for Romania. 5 Severe recessions have historically had a negative impact on net migration fl ows, and particularly labour migration fl ows; on the other hand, they have not usually affected long-term migration trends. 6 In 2009, the European Integration Consortium suggested that the current fi nancial crisis may reduce short-term migration substantially as migration is largely determined by employment opportunities in destination countries and foreign workers are disproportionally affected by dismissals in an economic downturn. 7 This was based on the view, which was in line with our fi ndings, 8 that labour demand in the destination countries plays the predominant role as a driver. 9 Simulations by Ahearne et al. focus on the labour market situation in sending countries as a push factor. 10 Overall, they fi nd that the effects of the crisis on net migration are relatively small, while pointing to some important country-specifi c differences. Labour migration within the EU appeared to be particularly sensitive to economic changes, whereas family and humanitarian immigration was less sensitive to economic conditions. 11 Another important aspect is that immigrant labour is particularly vulnerable to economic shocks. Migrant workers are usually concentrated in sectors such as manufacturing, construction, hotels and restaurants, which are more sensitive to business cycle fl uctuation, and they often have less secure contractual arrangements; migrant workers are often overrepresented in temporary (fi xed-term) employment, which was hard hit, particularly in the fi rst phase of the crisis. They have on average lower job tenure and may be subject to discrimination in hiring and lay-offs. 12 The following sec-Forum further growth, as shown in Figure 3 . For the size of EU10 migration stock in the EU15 receiving countries, as well as its changes during the crisis, two factors were decisive: labour market access and the extent to which a receiving country was hit by the crisis (labour demand).
As regards the direct impact of the crisis on labour market outcomes, EU10 migrants were harder hit in the majority of EU15 countries and acted, at least partially, as labour market buffers. This can be illustrated by changes in employment rates for nationals and EU10 migrants (Figure 4 ). Both groups saw declines in employment rates in the majority larly, Polish migrants (with signs of return migration but also transmigration) were observed. Fihel and Anacka show that highly skilled workers were not prone to move back to their home countries, a typical returnee profi le being a middleaged rural dweller with a low level of education. 14 On the other hand, Hazans fi nds, in line with the economic situation, that in Latvia and Estonia the role of push factors (especially unemployment but in Latvia also general dissatisfaction) increased during the crisis, showing also that low-skilled persons disproportionally affected by lay-offs became overrepresented among emigrants. 15 As Figure 2 shows, there was also a growing intensity of labour fl ows from Bulgaria and Romania (EU2), particularly to Italy. In line with its affectedness by the crisis, the initial steep increase in population stocks in Spain fl atten out and decrease after 2009. The UK, like Germany (from 2010 onwards), has seen much smaller and yet nonetheless rising stocks of EU2 population. The increase in EU2 fl ows has to be seen also in light of these countries' later accession and the enormous economic (e.g. wages) and social differences between Bulgaria and Romania and EU15 countries.
Changes in receiving country composition were also observed, as receiving countries hard hit by the crisis (Spain, Ireland and, later, Greece) saw a net decrease in EU10 migration stock, while all other receiving countries experienced 
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The main trends of intra-EU labour mobility during the crisis feature complex processes in a rapidly changing environment and can be summarised as follows: a continued growth of the EU10 population in EU15 countries, especially in Italy, the UK and Germany, however, not in the countries heavily affected by the economic crisis -Ireland, Spain and more recently Greece. There were also changes in sending country composition such as return migration to Poland and partial substitution from other EU10 sending countries. While the number of employed nationals declined or remained stable in almost all receiving countries, the number of EU10 employed grew in all countries except Spain, Ireland, Greece and Portugal. 18 At the same time, employment rates of EU10 migrants tended to decrease more and unemployment rates tended to increase more than those of nationals, showing that employment of migrant workers reacted more sensitively to labour market shocks than domestic labour. To some degree, migrant work has thus functioned as a labour market buffer in receiving countries. This latter trend will also have some signifi cance in the debate on "benefi t tourism" that we will address briefl y in the last section.
Skills mismatch: brain drain, brain gain and brain waste in post-accession intra-EU labour mobility
An important "stylised fact" is that EU10 countries have signifi cantly higher shares of medium-and high-skilled persons in their working age population than the EU15 countries. The share of persons having completed at least upper secondary education is almost 20 percentage points higher in the EU10 than in the EU15. Moreover, young migrants, who 18 EU LFS online database, available at: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.
eu/portal/page/portal/labour_market/introduction. of EU15 countries but the declining trend was stronger for EU10 migrants.
At the same time, unemployment increased in all countries except for Germany and Luxembourg, and EU10 migrants were again disproportionately affected in the majority of countries ( Figure 5 ). The most typical pattern indeed is a larger increase in unemployment among migrant workers from a higher initial level. In principle, EU migrant workers have the same rights to unemployment benefi ts as nationals; in practice, however, they are often covered to a lower extent as not only are they less aware of their rights but they are also more often engaged in irregular and non-standard forms of employment with no or reduced eligibility to unemployment benefi ts.
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The greater vulnerability of EU10 workers in the crisis also refl ects the considerably higher concentration of such workers in sectors disproportionately affected by the slump in output (e.g. construction).
The trends described above suggest that both push and pull factors were subject to dynamic changes during the crisis period. For some sending countries, such as Romania and Latvia, push factors such as affectedness of local labour markets by the crisis and limited welfare benefi ts remained the dominant force of labour migration during the crisis. Complex combinations of both push and pull factors were also observed with onward migration from formerly very attractive receiving countries that were hard hit by the crisis -such as Ireland -to destinations with better labour market prospects such as Norway. 
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workers on EU15 aggregate level were considerably overrepresented in the medium-skilled category (58 per cent compared with 45 per cent for natives) and correspondingly underrepresented, to approximately equal extents, among the low-and high-skilled categories ( Figure 6 ).
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In 2008 the UK had a particularly high share of mediumskilled EU8 migrants (not shown). By 2011, however, the shares of both low-and high-skilled EU8 migrants increased. For Italy it is also true that medium-skilled EU10 migrants were overrepresented, and this is especially true for EU2 migrants who make up the bulk of EU10 migration to Italy. What is different in the two receiving countries is that Italy has a much lower share of high-skilled EU10 migrants than the UK. Moreover, not just EU10 migrants but also nationals in the UK have a considerably higher skills profi le than in Italy. Since the majority of EU8 and EU2 immigrants in Italy have completed upper secondary education, they are still relatively more educated than both nationals and non-EU immigrants ( Figure 6 ).
Bettin shows, on the basis of more detailed national labour force survey data, that the skills-occupation mismatch among migrant workers is substantial in both the UK and Italy, with disproportionate shares of migrant workers in both 19 In light of increasing human capital investment in the vast majority of EU10 countries, as evident for example in the increasing trend in enrolled tertiary education students, the brain drain hypothesis has been challenged for some new member states and it has been suggested that it should be interpreted rather in terms of a brain overfl ow: in other words, a lack of employment opportunities commensurate with the high skills that young people, in particular, have to offer.
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From a receiving country perspective, the discussion is about brain gain versus brain waste. A brain gain occurs when migrant workers are recruited to fi ll gaps in the highskilled segment (for example, doctors) or in specifi c occupations experiencing shortages (for example, nurses or IT experts). In the context of East-West EU labour mobility, specifi c programmes to attract high-skilled labour and retain graduates from EU10 countries have been important in, for example, Germany and Austria, and more recently in the UK, for workers from EU2 member states, as part of transitional measures.
Over-qualifi cation (sometimes termed "brain waste") describes a situation in which migrant workers are employed in jobs that are substantially below their skill level. This was a key fi nding of our earlier study. 21 From a European perspective this risks misallocating scarce human capital and, on the individual level, challenges the hypothesis that returning migrant workers really have improved their human capital.
A conclusion from the existing literature is that in most cases neither the "brain drain" nor the "brain gain" will have a strong overall impact on labour markets and the economies of the sending and receiving countries. However, for small countries with large outfl ows and in certain sectors (for example, medical staff) it may be a cause for concern.
Evidence on skills-occupation mismatch
The skills composition of EU8 migrants displays signifi cant differences in various receiving countries; this is also true for nationals. Using special extractions from the EU LFS for 2011, two important features can be identifi ed: EU10 Forum level as long as this allows them to accumulate savings (that can later be invested in the home country) or sent as remittances.
"Benefi t tourism"
Recent political and media debates in a number of net recipient countries in intra-EU labour fl ows raised the issue of the access to social rights by citizens from other EU member states with residence in the given country. The term "benefi t tourism" was fi rst used in the UK context. 28 In general, entitlements to welfare services (contribution or tax-based) across borders are frequently seen as a threat by national citizens with perceived consequences on their own social or employment security. It is also rather particular that the debate fl ared up in countries not severely affected by the crisis (e.g. the UK, Germany, Denmark and the Netherlands), whereas in receiving countries that were hit hard (Ireland, Spain or Italy) such debates did not make the headlines. Another interesting fact is that we see these debates emerging not only in countries with high and universal benefi ts (e.g. Denmark) but also in countries with comparatively low benefi t generosity and a large degree of means-tested benefi ts. The institution of the freedom of labour mobility has come under pressure in recent years and this pressure has mostly been fed by populist nationalistic parties, although in certain cases it has come close to the mainstream of the political spectrum (UK and Switzerland). Apart from political campaigns, crisis and austerity fatigue might have played a role. It is worth noting also that although the UK and Germany were not severely affected by the crisis, municipalities in both countries are under heavy austerity pressure; at the same time, the migration population is unequally spread throughout the country, again with high pressure on selected areas and municipalities. These circumstances are likely to have played a role in the building-up of this perception in spite of the fact that -as we will show -there is no evidence to support those fears.
Looking for possible evidence, our data could also provide some orientation. Post-enlargement intra-EU mobility being a rather recent phenomenon, duration of stay is rather short compared to previous migration waves and the large share of mobile citizens are of working age and tend to be younger than both third country migrants and nationals. Employment rates of EU10 migrants tend to be higher than those of both nationals and third country migrants. countries working in blue-collar jobs. 23 While UK nationals and EU15 citizens are employed mainly as white-collar workers (56 per cent and 64 per cent, respectively, in 2010), the share of blue-collar workers is 82 per cent for EU8 and 79 per cent for EU2 nationals. These data also reveal that 64 per cent of EU8 workers with tertiary education had a bluecollar job in the UK in 2010. Over-education thus seems to be far more widespread across EU8 and EU2 immigrants compared to the other groups. As regards Italy, while Italian nationals are almost equally distributed between white-collar and blue-collar jobs, the foreign-born population is fairly polarised. While eight out of ten EU15 citizens are employed in white-collar roles, the remaining groups are concentrated in low-skilled jobs.
The above fi ndings are confi rmed by a number of studies which show that post-2004 migrants from the new member states are employed well below their skill levels ("brain waste"). The European Integration Consortium illustrates this for the UK, as do the chapters in Kahanec and Zimmermann, and Galgóczi, Leschke and Watt for a range of receiving countries. 24 The analysis also shows that post-2004 migrants fare considerably worse than pre-2004 migrants from the new member states, with regards to both skillsoccupation match and wages. 25 A simple explanation might be the fact that the amount of time spent abroad (learning languages, acquiring contacts and so on) is a crucial factor in facilitating the transferability of skills. The "brain waste" hypothesis is also confi rmed by Dølvik and Eldring for Baltic and Polish migrants in the Nordic countries. 26 Post-enlargement East-West labour mobility has thus not contributed to better human capital allocation due to large scale skills-occupation mismatches affecting EU10 migrants on EU15 labour markets. 27 The decision to emigrate seems to be driven by absolute differences in wage levels across countries rather than by the relative returns to skills: migrants, particularly those who are planning to return at some point in time, are willing to take up jobs below their skill Forum tinue to do so, in a rapidly changing economic and regulatory environment. Since the 2004 and 2007 enlargement waves, push and pull factors affecting the behaviour and decisions of migrants have accordingly swung to and fro, subject to rapid and often contradictory forms of change and infl uence.
The economic and wage convergence between sending and receiving countries that was characteristic of the initial period after accession was stopped sharply by the crisis. However, as regards the impact of the crisis, the dividing line has been not between sending and receiving countries but between one group of European countries that was severely affected by the crisis (especially the Baltic countries, Spain and Ireland) and another group of countries (for example, Germany and Poland) that was much less affected.
It is evident that intra-EU labour mobility is much more reactive to changes in the regulatory and macroeconomic environment than was the case with previous waves of migration. The shock of the crisis was not just a general test of labour markets throughout Europe but provided considerable insight into the relative position and role played by migrants in labour markets. Although both sending and receiving countries' labour markets have performed diversely, migrant workers were more severely affected because shortterm migrant labour has acted as a buffer in most receiving countries.
A characteristic feature of EU10 migrants turns out to be over-education, attributable to a whole cluster of explanations. EU10 migrants characteristically have educational attainment higher than non-EU migrants and often also than the local population in the receiving countries. In the history of migration, this would appear to be a new phenomenon. The skills-occupation mismatch, and thus the under-utilisation of human capital which has been highlighted above, points to one of the greatest challenges that intra-EU labour mobility has faced in recent years. This phenomenon can be seen also as a failure of migrationrelated policies to improve the effi ciency of cross-border labour mobility.
In sum, post-enlargement East-West labour mobility did not prove to be a lever of better labour allocation towards a single European labour market. The contribution of migrant labour to labour market fl exibility proved to be controversial for both receiving country labour markets (as the "benefi t tourism" debate demonstrates) and the migrants themselves. These lessons are particularly important given that increased labour mobility within the EU and the eurozone -including South-North migration fl ows -are more and more seen as an additional adjustment channel during crises.
made an annual average of £2,610 per capita net contribution to UK public fi nances. 29 At the same time, the annual net fi scal cost of UK natives amounted to about £1,900 per capita. 30 For Germany, Brücker found that EU10 migrants are less likely than nationals to take up unemployment and welfare benefi t with a particularly lower take-up from taxfi nanced welfare and social services: "about 48 percent of all Germans without a migration background receive some form of social transfers, and that only about 30 percent of A2 migrants receive any social transfer, including child allowances". 31 Although these fi ndings are preliminary, they give an indication of the main trends.
It also needs to be noted that some recent developments may have added to the perceived threat of EU10 migrants to welfare systems. Although the evidence so far seems to indicate that EU8 and EU2 migrants have lower benefi t take-ups than nationals or third country migrants, their benefi t take-up had increased recently. This, on the other hand, is a plausible consequence of the fact that EU10 migrants were more affected by the crisis than nationals: although they tend to have higher employment rates in general, the decrease of their employment rates and the increase of their unemployment rates was in most countries higher than that of nationals during the crisis. Also with increasing duration of stay in the host country, they are likely to get better access to relevant information to learn about their rights to benefi ts (e.g. improved language skills, better networks, etc.). This does not mean, however, that the claim of "benefi t tourism" could be justifi ed.
Freedom of movement of workers is a core value of the EU and it is not negotiable, as the recent example of Switzerland suggests. Although the movement of persons was initially limited to workers (and later to economically active people), the Maastricht Treaty granted all EU citizens the freedom to move and reside in any EU member state.
Conclusion
The recent and current manifestations of East-West postenlargement migration within the EU, as described in this paper, represent an extremely differentiated process entailing numerous wide-ranging aspects with highly diverse implications. The overall process includes various forms of human and labour mobility that have taken place, and con-29 C. D u s t m a n n , T. 
